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INTRODUCTION 


I. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE WORK 
AGAINST EUNOMIUS AND OF THIS TRANSLATION 


Basil of Caesarea’s treatise Against Eunomius, which is pub- 
lished in English translation for the first time here, will be of 
interest to a range of readers. Students of early Christianity and 
of Christian theology more generally will find here a set of theo- 
logically profound and historically influential reflections upon 
the mystery of the Trinity and the nature of theological knowl- 
edge. Basil finished the three books Against Eunomius in 364 or 
365 CE, and this work reflects the intense controversy raging 
at that time among Christians across the Mediterranean world 
over the question of who the God whom Christians worship is. 
In this treatise, Basil for the first time in his corpus attempts to 
articulate at length a theology both of God’s unitary essence 
and of the distinctive features that characterize Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit. This distinction of common essence or nature and 
individuating properties, which some (perhaps misleadingly) 
hail as the cornerstone of “Cappadocian” theology, has some 
fourth-century precedents. Yet it was Basil’s arguments in Against 
Eunomius that provided the touchstone for debates that would 

. continue to rage after his unexpected death in late 378. These 
debates between Basil’s target, Eunomius, who wrote a response 
to Basil’s work shortly before the bishop of Caesarea’s death, and 
Basil’s younger brother, Gregory of Nyssa, who defended his de- 
ceased brother in his own three books Against Eunomius, were 
indelibly marked with the imprint of Basil’s Against Eunomius. 

Despite the impact of Against Eunomius, Basil himself con- 
tinued to revise his own account of the Trinity in subsequent 
works. This does not diminish the importance of Against Euno- 
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mius, however. On the contrary, it allows us to read it as a fasci- 
nating snapshot of a process of doctrinal development and defi- 
nition. Older historical accounts of the fourth-century doctrinal 
controversies corralled participants into two competing camps: 
those in support of the Council of Nicaea and its term homoou- 
sios, and those opposed to it. Basil’s Against Eunomius, however, 
would make no sense if this were the case. He uses the term ho- 
moousios only once in this text to describe the relation of Father 
and Son, and there, in the judgment of Lewis Ayres, “the term 
does not function as a point of departure for the argument.” 
Moreover, Basil’s later distinction between “substance” (ousia) 
and “person” (hypostasis) is strikingly absent from Against Euno- 
mius. The emphasis on formulae dilutes the richness of a text 
like Against Eunomius as a source for both historical and theo- 
logical reflection. 

Unfortunately, Basil’s Trinitarian theology has not received 
sufficient attention in English-language scholarship.? Only re- 
cently have scholars working on the development of Christian 
doctrine turned their attention to Basil as a pivotal figure in the 
fourth-century controversies and as an interesting theologian in 
his own right.® Stephen Hildebrand’s 2007 book is the first Eng- 
lish monograph devoted to Basil’s Trinitarian thought.* More 
recently, our own monographs have explored key issues in Ba- 
sil’s Trinitarian theology. Nonetheless, many interpretive issues 


1. Lewis Ayres, Nicaea and Its Legacy. An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian 
Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), 195. 

2. There were monographs in French and German in the 1990s: Bernard 
Sesbotié, Saint Basile et La Trinité (Paris: Desclée, 1998), and Volker Henning 
Drecoll, Die Entwicklung der Trinitdtslehve des Basilius von Césarea (Göttingen: Van- 
denhoeck & Ruprecht, 1996). 

3. Joseph T. Lienhard, “Ousia and Hypostasis: The Cappadocian Settlement 
and the Theology of ‘One Hypostasis,” in Stephen T. Davis, et al. (eds.), The 


Trinity (Oxford. Oxford University Press, 2000), 99-121; Ayres 187-229; Behr - 


263-924. 

4. The Trinitarian Theology of Basil of Caesarea (Washington, DC: The Catholic 
University of America Press, 2007). 

5. Mark DelCogliano, Basil of Caesarea’s Anti-Eunomian Theory of Names: Chris- 
tian Theology and Late-Antique Philosophy in the Fourth-Century Trinitarian Controversy, 
Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 103 (Leiden: Brill, 2010); Andrew Radde- 
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remain unresolved regarding the development of Basil’s Trinitar- 
ian theology from his early letters, through Against Eunomius, and 
into his late works such as On the Holy Spirit. We hope that this 
translation contributes to the emerging discussion of Basil’s Trin- 
itarian thought, not least with respect to Against Eunomius itself. 

In Against Eunomius, we see the clash not simply of two dog- 
matic positions on the doctrine of the Trinity, but of two funda- 
mentally opposed ways of doing theology. Basil’s treatise is as 
much about how theology ought to be done and what human 
beings can and cannot know about God as it is about the exposi- 
tion of Trinitarian doctrine. Basil rejects Eunomius’s view that 
humans can know the essence of God. His response requires 
him to articulate how one can have meaningful knowledge of 
something that falls short of knowledge of that subject’s es- 
sence. He insists that humans cannot comprehend what it is to 
be God, but that this in no way leaves theology with nothing to 
say. Rather, the theological endeavor directs the theologian ever 
more fully to what humans do know of God, especially through 
Scripture: God’s goodness, justice, wisdom, and benevolent prov- 
idence. It is these conceptions, which we learn from God’s activi- 
ties, that provide good theology with its subject-matter. 

Basil’s treatise is highly rhetorical and includes the kind of 
invective all too familiar to students of fourth-century Christian 
theology. Yet amidst this (sometimes hilarious) vitriol is a call to 
epistemological humility on the part of the theologian, a call to 
recognize the limitations of even the best theology. Basil himself 
refined his theology through the course of his career, making 
Against Eunomius a testament to the early development of a bril- 
liant mind aware of the provisional—but not arbitrary—charac- 
ter of theological formulae. Basil’s capacity for clarifying his views 
over time in fact enabled him to become one of the architects 
of the Trinitarian doctrine that eastern and western Christians to 
this day profess as “orthodox.” We hope that this translation will 
help acquaint a wider readership with the theology of this under- 
studied, yet profoundly important, Father of the Church. 


Gallwitz, Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of Nyssa, and the Transformation of Divine Simplicity, 
Oxford Early Christian Studies (Oxford:.Oxford University Press, 2009). 
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II. BASIL’S LIFE! AN OVERVIEW 


Basil was a brilliant and complex man. Aristocrat, rhetor, theo- 
logian, polemicist, preacher, pastor, bishop, reformer, politician, 
ascetic, friend, and foe: his multifaceted character and his range 
of concerns makes summarizing his life difficult, and compre- 
hensive biography perhaps even impossible.® Every biographical 
sketch of Basil must inevitably pick which aspects to highlight 
and which to mention only in passing. The survey of Basil’s life 
presented here is meant to introduce the theological treatise 
Against Eunomius, and accordingly our focus will be the stages of 
Basil’s intellectual and theological formation and his increasing 
engagement with the theological controversies raging in his day. 
We unfortunately give subjects such as his activities of social con- 
cern, his role as pastor, his reorganization of ecclesial structures, 
and his ascetic teaching only scant attention.’ 

Basil was born ca. 329/30 CE at Caesarea in the Roman 
province of Cappadocia. His wealthy, landowning family had 
been Christian since the pre-Constantinian period and was dis- 
tinguished as much for its Christian piety as for its wealth and 
status. The family estates were located in Annisa’ in the prov- 
ince of Helenopontus on the Black Sea coast of northeastern 
Asia Minor. His mother, Emmelia, was a noblewoman from Cap- 
padocia, probably descended from a high-ranked family of civil 
servants, The wealth and status of Basil’s family were due largely 
to her. His father, also named Basil, a native of Pontus Ptolemo- 
niacus, was a teacher of rhetoric in the provincial capital of Neo- 


6. The necessary starting point for anyone interested in Basil is Philip Rous- 
seau’s biography: Basil of Caesarea (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
1994). 

7. Of particular worth here is Paul Jonathan Fedwick, ed., Basil of Caesarea: 
Christian, Humanist, Ascetic, 2 vols. (Toronto: The Pontifical Institute of Mediae- 
val Studies, 1982), which contains several excellent articles on these subjects. 

8. For the basic chronology of Basil’s life, with a critical discussion, see Paul 
J. Fedwick, “A Chronology of the Life and Works of Basil of Caesarea,” in Fed- 
wick, ed., Basil of Caesarea: Christian, Humanist, Ascetic, 1.3-19. 

9. Also spelled “Annesi.” Modern-day Uluköy in Turkey (it was called Son- 
nusa until 1958), about 8 km from the junction of the Yecil Imrmak (Iris) and 
the Kelkit Çayi (Lycos). See Rousseau 62 n. 7. 
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caesarea” during Basil’s youth. Basil the elder’s family had been 
deprived of property during the persecution of Maximin Daia, 
and Emmelia’s grandfather had died a martyr’s death.'! Basil’s 
paternal grandmother, Macrina the Elder, had had contact with 
the circle around Gregory Thaumaturgus, the “apostle” of Pon- 
tus, who had once been a student of Origen. Macrina was in- 
strumental in the religious education of Basil and his siblings. 

Basil was the eldest son of ten children, nine of whom sur- 
vived infancy. His sister Macrina the Younger (so-called to dis- 
tinguish her from her grandmother) was around three years 
older than he, and his younger brothers Naucratius and Peter 
(later bishop of Sebasteia) were about five and ten years young- 
er, respectively. Gregory (later bishop of Nyssa) was between five 
and ten years younger than Basil.’ A second sister named The- 
osebia was probably slightly older than Gregory.” Basil also had 
three more sisters, whose names are unknown. The members of 
Basil’s family exerted immense influence on his religious con- 
version and were deeply intertwined with his ecclesiastical ca- 
reer; more will be heard of them later. 

Basil was first educated in grammar and rhetoric by his father 
in Neocaesarea. After his father’s death ca. 345/46, he contin- 
ued his education in Caesarea, probably with maternal uncles. 
During. this period he met his lifelong friend Gregory, later 
bishop of Nazianzus.’* In 348/49 he spent a year studying in 
Constantinople, for a while under the famous rhetor Libanius. 
About a year later, he and his friend Gregory traveled to Athens 
to continue their education in rhetoric and philosophy. Basil 
remained until 355/56, studying under the renowned rhetors 
Prohaeresius (who was a Christian) and Himerius, among oth- 


10. Modern-day Niksar in Turkey. Neocaesarea was about 65 km, or a three- 
day journey, from the family estates in Annisa. 

11. Gregory of Nyssa, Life of Macrina 20.10-14 (Pierre Maraval, Grégoire de 
Nysse. Vie de saint Macrine, SC 178, 206; cf. 144 Nn. 3). 

12. The best summary of Gregory of Nyssa’s life is Anna M. Silvas, Gregory of 
Nyssa: The Letters (Leiden: Brill, 2007), 1-57. 

13. On Theosebia, see Silvas, The Letters, g8-100. 

14. For a summary of Gregory of Nazianzus’s life, see Christopher Beeley, 
Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and the Knowledge of God (Oxford: Oxford Uni- 
versity Press, 2008), 3-62. 
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ers. It is not known specifically with whom Basil studied philoso- 
phy in Athens at this time, but the culture of the intellectual life 
of the city shortly after his time there is preserved in Eunapius."® 
That Basil received a solid philosophical formation is evident 
in his writings, and we will have occasion below to discuss the 
deployment of his philosophical education in Against Euno- 
mius. What we know of Basil’s education and his later writings 
indicates that he was well-trained in rhetoric and philosophy at 
some of the best institutions of his day.!* 

In 355/56, disillusioned by student rowdiness and factional- 
ism, Basil left Athens, against the wishes of his friend Gregory. 
He returned to Caesarea to teach rhetoric, and his younger 
brother Gregory became one of his students.!” But after a short 
while, perhaps less than a year, he abandoned teaching. For a 
year or so during 356 and 357 Basil followed Eustathius “the 
philosopher” through Coele-Syria, Palestine, Mesopotamia, and 
Egypt, but apparently without ever catching up with him.'® This 
Eustathius is probably to be identified with Eustathius, bishop 
of Sebasteia since 356. As a leading figure in both the theologi- 
cal conflicts and the ascetical movements of the era, he had at- 
tracted the young Basil’s attention as a churchman worthy of 
emulation. Eustathius became something of a mentor to the 
young Basil both ascetically and theologically.!® On this same 
tour Basil also visited monastic sites and thus was exposed to 
the burgeoning ascetic movements of his day and the manifold 
forms they took. No doubt the information gained on this trip 
critically shaped Basil’s own development and informed his lat- 
er ascetic writings. Inspired upon his return to Caesarea in 357 
to emulate the greats among the ascetics. he had encountered, 


15. Eunapius studied in Athens from 362/63 to 367/68. See Wilmer Cave 
Wright, ed., Eunapius: The Lives of the Sophists, Loeb Classical Library (Cam- 
bridge: Harvard University Press, 1922). Prohaeresius and Himerius are includ- 
ed in Eunapius’s account. 

16. See Rosemary Radford Ruether, Gregory of Nazianzus: Rhetor and Philoso- 
pher (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1969), 18~28, for a discussion of the curricu- 
lum of rhetorical and philosophical studies most likely followed by Basil and 
Gregory. 

17. Gregory of Nyssa, Ep. 13.4. 18. Epp. 1 and 223.2. 

19. See Rousseau 72~76; Silvas, The Letters, 56-60. 


ae 


j 


INTRODUCTION 9 


probably at this time he elected to be baptized by Dianius, the 
bishop of Caesarea.” 

After his baptism Basil returned to his family estate in An- 
nisa to join his mother, his sister Macrina, and others in their 
pursuit of an ascetic life. After Macrina had professed virginity 
as a teenager in the 340s, her mother and others joined her in 
the ensuing years in the practice of traditional household pi- 
ety. Their practices multiplied and evolved so much that by the 
early 350s the household had effectively been transformed into 
a kind of ascetic community.” Yet Basil cannot be considered 
a “member” of this community since he formed another com- 
munity and lived at a distance from his family on the far side 
of the Iris River. Perhaps he did so because he sought to pur- 
sue an ascetic life, or as he calls it, a “philosophical life,” whose 
goals and ideals differed from those of his family. It is possible 
that his younger brother Gregory joined him in this endeavor.” 
Basil’s vision of his “philosophical life” during this period is pre- 
served for us in two letters he wrote to his friend Gregory trying 
to persuade him to join him in Annisa.” After further persua- 
sive efforts that continued into 358, Gregory joined Basil and 
his small community. The friends immersed themselves in the 
study of scripture and Christian theology, and during this peri- 
od they may have produced the Philocalia, an anthology of Ori- 
gen’s works, if they are really its compilers.” Though Gregory 
stayed with Basil only for a year or so, his departure was but the 
prelude to another pivotal change in Basil’s life. 

Basil next shows up at the Council of Constantinople in Janu- 
ary 360. This council ratified a creed that enshrined Homoian 


20. It is uncertain whether Basil was baptized before or after his monastic tour. 

21. For a description of the household ascetic community, see Gregory of 
Nyssa, Life of Macrina. For a critical discussion, see Susanna Elm, Virgins of God: The 
Making of Asceticism in Late Antiquity (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), Chap. 3. 

22. See Silvas, The Letters, 9-10. 

23. Epp. 14 and 2. For a discussion of the character of Basil's “philosophical 
life” during this period, see Rousseau, Chap. 3, and Elm, Virgins, 60-68. 

24. The nature and function of the Philocalia continues to be debated; see 
Neil McLynn, “What was the Philocalia of Origen?” Meddelanden frå Collegium Pa- 
tristicum Lundense 19 (2004): 32-43, who argues that the staff of Eusebius of 


‘ Caesarea’s library produced the collection and that Gregory of Nazianzus pur- 


chased a copy during his stay in Palestinian Caesarea in 345/46. 
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theology, which, aiming at political compromise, limited its doc- 
trinal affirmations to confessing that the Son was “like” the Fa- 
ther according to the scriptures, and nothing more. The Homoian 
leaders also managed to orchestrate the depositions of the lead- 
ers of their opponents, the Homoiousians (who argued that the 
Son was like the Father in substance), including Basil’s mentor 
Eustathius of Sebasteia. It is not clear what prompted Basil to 
travel to the imperial capital. His learning and talent had not 
gone unnoticed by Dianius of Caesarea, the bishop who had 
baptized him. It was probably shortly before the council that 
Dianius ordained him a reader.” If it was Dianius who brought 
Basil to Constantinople, he most likely wanted to take advan- 
tage of both Basil’s theological advice and his superior rhetori- 
cal power.”° Basil was also probably drawn to the proceedings 
because of his theological and ascetical sympathies with Eu- 
stathius of Sebasteia.*” Whatever his reasons for going, he took 
his brother Gregory along with him. 


Nevertheless, Basil played a negligible role at the council. It 
is unlikely that he participated in the debates.” Once it became 
clear to Basil that the Homoiousians had lost the contest and 


25. It is possible that Dianius ordained Basil as a reader shortly after the 
Council of Constantinople, not before. There is no scholarly consensus on the ` 
matter, save that it was around the time of the January 360 council. 

26. Basil’s superior rhetorical power at the time of the council is noted by 
Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12. 

27. Kopecek 361; Rousseau 98-101. 

28. Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.82. See also Silvas, The Letters, 11-12 and Rous- 
seau 98. 

29. Gregory of Nyssa says that he and his brother “were present at the time of 
the contest and did not mingle with the contestants” (Eun. 1.82). Basil’s non-par- 
ticipation is also noted by Philostorgius, who attributed it to timidity (4.2. 4.12). 
It is often claimed that the young Basil was chosen as the spokesman for the Ho- 

moiousians at the council but when faced with debating the deacon Aetius (the 
spokesman for the Heteroousians), he declined out of fear. See, for example, 
Hildebrand 21 and 214; Kopecek 300-301 and 361-62; Behr 263; and Richard 
Lim, Public Disputation, Power, and Social Order in Late Antiquity (Berkeley: Univer- 
sity of California Press, 1995), 119-20. But this claim is based on a misinterpreta- 
tion of Philostorgius, h.e. 4.12; the historian refers to Basil, the bishop of Ancyra, 
as the representative of the Homoiousians. This interpretation is corroborated 
by the fact that the Basil in question declined to debate with Aetius because it 
was inappropriate for a bishop to dispute with a deacon. At most a reader, Basil 
of Caesarea could not have lodged such a complaint. Thus the spokesman must 
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were doomed to deposition and banishment, he fied Constan- 
tinople and returned home.” Because of this Basil was later ac- 
cused of cowardice; while Gregory E s P bei Te 
that Basil left the pr 
the charge, he does not deny t cee 
early.” ae Council of Constantinople marks the ene 
Basil’s life as a Cappadocian cleric and his entrée into the wider 
lesiastical world and its conflicts. P 
TA this council, in order to replace one of the deposed pan 
ops, the deacon Eunomius was made bishop of Cyzicus. i 
s ears older than Basil, Eunomius was also Cappadocian y 
birth born in Oltiseris in the extreme northwest of eae 
near ‘Galatia. He had studied in Consent Te es 
i —948 he became a disciple o : 
Alexandria, where ca. 346-34 : 
Aetius and Eunomius returned to Antioch ca. 35° er 
art of the circle around Eudoxius, who was made bis op a 
aa in 358 and soon thereafter ordained Eunomius as Sy 
con. There is no record of Basil and Eunomius meeting at : e 
Council of Constantinople, though Eunomius 1s our ie 
il” it. Basil never mentions any person- 
Basil’s early departure from it ; 
i he council Eunomius 
ledge of his opponent. Soon after t 
See his Apology, which Basil would refute a few years after 
: “ape 33 
din his Against Eunomius. ae 
po the a those bishops like Da n were a 
i _A few months after, during 
deposed returned to their sees a JA 
iani j astern bishops, was 
mmer of 360, Dianius, like so many e W i 
A by penal threats into subscribing to the council’s Ho 
moian creed.” This prompted Basil to leave Caesarea once 


i istian: The 
have been Basil of Ancyra. See also Raymond Van Dam, Becoming pales as 
one ersion of Roman Cappadocia (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylva ; 

onv 
. 22. l 
ae plea of Nyssa, Eun. 1.79- Here Gregory summarizes ce ERER n 
a j ‘Basi hen the bishops were debat 
ius, who said that Basil was present wh s were 
aac them, but does not mention Basil actually participating. 
en , 
ory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.79790- Bae 
: z On ares of Eunomius's life, see Vaggione, sone aad 
; isti ius’s theology, see Va : , 
ng Christian, Chap. 1. On Eunomius s tl aggi por 
ce “906-48 and Michel R. Barnes, The Power of God (Washington, D 
i secs ica Press, 2001), 1737219- 
lic University of America ; . 
p We discuss the dating of these two documents below a eee Soke 
a Dianius’s theological leanings are hard to assess. 
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again for Annisa, this time on account of, among other things, 
his suspicion of Dianius’s orthodoxy.” He resumed his “philo- 
sophical life” for a period of about two years. In early 362 Greg- 
ory joined him again, distraught over his recent ordination as 
presbyter by his father, the bishop of Nazianzus. Their common 
retreat lasted only a few months since Gregory soon returned 
home and Basil was back in Caesarea by mid-362. There Basil 
reconciled with Dianius before the latter died. In later years, 
Basil had nothing but reverence for Dianius’s memory.*© 
Eusebius succeeded Dianius as bishop of Caesarea and prob- 
ably at this time ordained Basil as presbyter.” After about a year 
or so, Basil broke with his new bishop as a result of some mis- 


recipients of the letter Julius of Rome had written to Eusebian bishops after 
holding a council at Rome in early 341, which found Athanasius innocent of 
misconduct and exonerated Marcellus’s theology as orthodox (preserved in 
Athanasius, Apol. c. Ar 21-35). Dianius attended the “Dedication Council” of 
Antioch held during the summer of 341 (Sozomen, k.e 3.5), which produced 
two creeds that reflect Eusebian theology. He reportedly brought along Asterius 
(Synodicon Vetus 42). Dianius was also present at the “eastern” council of Serdica 
in 343 and signed its decrees, along with, among others, Basil of Ancyra and 
Eudoxius, then bishop of Germanica, later of Antioch. Though Dianius appears 
to be allied with the Eusebians in the early 340s, there were numerous shifts in 
political and theological alliances during the ensuing period of nearly twenty 
years. For example, Basil of Ancyra and Eudoxius of Antioch had become en- 
emies by the time of the Council of Constantinople. Hence, Dianius’s position 

in 360 cannot be known for certain, given the scant evidence for his own views. 
See the next note for further comments on Dianius’s theology. 

35. In his denial of the charge that he had anathematized Dianius after his 
subscription to the Homoian creed, Basil reported that Dianius on his deathbed 
claimed to have subscribed to it only “in the simplicity of his heart” and never to 
have abandoned the Nicene faith (Ep. 51). While one suspects that here Basil is 
being more apologetic than factual, it does appear as if Dianius’s many virtues 
did not include theological acumen, which may partly explain why he brought 

_Basil to Constantinople in 360. Hence, any attempt to locate Dianius within a 
specific theological trajectory, as can be done for others of the period, may simply 
be begging the question, for his own theological views may not have been suf- 
ficiently refined to warrant labeling them as belonging to any particular group. 
36. See Ep. 51. 
37. Philostorgius (k.e. 4.12) states that Basil was a deacon at the Council of 
Constantinople, but he was at most a reader at this time. Socrates (h.e. 4.26) 


records that Meletius of Antioch ordained Basil a deacon. See Kopecek 300 n. 1 
for a discussion. 
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understanding and returned to his ascetic retreat at ae for 
a third time. After Basil had spent eighteen months ae pm 
his friend Gregory mediated a reconciliation between Re an 
Eusebius. Gregory may have been motivated by Pania i x 
cent display of theological inadequacy when eae : ist 
theologians during the emperor Valens’s visit to a = 
365. In several letters, Gregory appealed to Euse + oe 
be reconciled with Basil and encouraged Basil to put his 
at the service of the wider church. Therefore, Eusebius may 
have recalled Basil to Caesarea in large part for E a ea 
of engaging in theological debate. But in the fol owing Maa 
Eusebius came to lean on Basil as much for his pee 
administrative talents as for his theological expertise. tms ne 
most evident in Basil’s coordination of relief efforts has t n 
Cappadocian famine of 369. During this ie ge Le ie is 
facto chief pastor of Caesarea, preaching regular A an í z 
ing social charity, the care of the sick, the distributio 
ices.” 
Io ane died in 370, Basil was regarded by some i 
his obvious successor, yet his election to the episcopate n = 
without opposition. Despite Basil’s tremendous a p ` 
tor in Caesarea, some were resistant to him because of suc aA 
sues as his family connections (and their wealth) , the e 
that some perceived as resulting ae E nr ae aa 
incorporate asceticism into ; 
Flaine a h ecclesial matters far beyond the EEDA 
ies of his own diocese. Gregory of Nazianzus s eae i danh 
the Elder, the longtime bishop of Nazianzus, player a de PE 
role in securing Basil’s election.” acacia ane 
tion as bishop was surrounded by controversy an 7 i seen 
within the Caesarean church, which thwarted his e a 
as bishop, at least in the early years of his yee es Pees 
As bishop of Caesarea, Basil became more an 


38. Gregory of Nazianzus, Epp. 8, 16, 17; 18, and 19. 
6-44. 
a eon Saar Cats of Nazianzus: An Intellectual Biography (Crest- 
wood, NY: St. Viadimir’s Seminary Press, 2001), 169-76. 
| 41. See Rousseau 145751- 
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broiled in the varied ecclesiastical matters and disputes of his 
day. Only a few of his most important episcopal activities and 
experiences can be mentioned here. During Basil’s episco- 
pacy, Cappadocia played a Strategic role in Emperor Valens’s 
campaigns against and diplomatic missions to the Persian em- 
peror.” In order to achieve the administrative and fiscal effi- 
ciency necessary for these objectives, Valens decided to divide 
the province of Cappadocia into two smaller provinces, effec- 
tive September 372. But when visiting Caesarea in January 372 
in preparation for this, the emperor and his prefect Modestus 
were so impressed with Basil, despite their being doctrinally at 
odds with him, that Valens co-opted Basil in several ways that 
advanced Roman military and diplomatic strategies concerning 
the Persian empire. He entrusted Basil with oversight of the se- 
lection of bishops in Armenia, as a way of consolidating Roman 
interests in this crucial buffer-state. 
Nonetheless, the division of Cappadocia proceeded as plan- 
ned, seriously undermining Basil’s position as the metropoli- 
tan bishop of the undivided Cappadocia. In order to secure his 
continuing influence after the division, Basil orchestrated the 
appointment of several of his allies to sees in the newly creat- 
ed province of Cappadocia Secunda. In 372 he appointed his 
friend Gregory (with the connivance of his father, Gregory the 
Elder) as bishop of Sasima and his brother Gregory as bishop 
of Nyssa. The next year Amphilochius, a cousin of Gregory of 
Nazianzus, was appointed bishop of Iconium. Gregory of Na- 
zianzus resented the appointment to Sasima and probably never 
assumed his duties. He was indignant with Basil for using him as 
a pawn in his ecclesiastical schemes; Basil was irate with Gregory 
for not taking up his post. The incident led to a rift in the friend- 
ship between Gregory and Basil that was never fully repaired. Ba- 
sil ousted Gregory from his circle of confidants and never again 
trusted him as an ally in his ecclesiastical agenda.“ Despite the 
rift, the two men and their families remained cordial, though 
not intimate. 


Basil also had a falling-out with his one-time mentor Eustathi- 


42. Van Dam, Kingdom of Snow, 109-17. 
43. Rousseau 234~39; McGuckin, Saint Gregory of Nazianzus, 189~203. 
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us of Sebasteia over the issue of the divinity of the Holy Spirit.“ 
Sometime after 371, Eustathius’s views on the Holy Spirit be- 
came suspect to some of Basil’s Armenian allies. Over the next 
few years Basil had a series of meetings and exchanges with A 
stathius aimed at gathering evidence of his orthodoxy. Mutua 
distrust slowly developed, and by 375 the two had devolved into 
attacking each other. Basil tagged Eustathius a E orl 
chian”—that is, a fighter against the Spirit—for denying the i- 
vinity of the Holy Spirit. Eustathius accused Basil of Sabellianism 
on account of his earlier association with Apollinarius of Laodi- 
cea, now known more for his Christological heresy. Sabellianism 
emphasized the unity of the triune God in a way that failed to 
recognize the real and permanent distinctions between a 
Son, and Holy Spirit. Eustathius connected Apollinarius with Sa- 
bellianism because of his promotion of the Nicene term EE 
sios, though modern scholars view the charge as unfounded. sa 
young man, Basil had probably corresponded wih ee 
in the early 360s, inquiring about homoousios." Since Pn is 
exploited Basil’s connections with Apollinarius in ma ie is 
case against him, Basil had to distance himself from Apo ina- 
rius, even though the Laodicean bishop was a staunch ad erent 
of the Nicene Creed. Eustathius died around 377, still at enmity 
borane rupture with Eustathius had major significance in 
his own life, so the debate over the divinity of the Holy cee 
was increasingly significant in the life of the wider church. ; : 
issue had only come to the fore in the late 350s and early ? Os. 
The third book of Basil’s Against Eunomius, as well as een 
sius’s Letters to Serapion and Didymus the Blind’s On the Holy ‘ein ; 
represents some of the earliest attempts to argue Ae 
for the full divinity of the Spirit.” Around 375, Basil wrote his 


. Rousseau 239-54; Ayres 225-26; Behr 109-10. SOR l 
pa George L. Prestige, St. Basil the Great and Apollinaris (London: SPCK, 
ee Henri de Riedmatten, “La correspondance entre Basile de Césareé et 
Apollinaire de Laodicée,” JTS n.s. 7 (1956): 199-2 105 8 (1.957): score 
46. Michael A.G. Haykin, The Spirit of God (Leiden: Brill, 1994); 
—go; Ayres 211-18. ; 
ga : He the Introduction in Mark DelCogliano, Andrew Radde-Gallwitz, and 
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own On the Holy Spirit, which dealt not only with the divinity of 
the Spirit, but also with the Spirit’s role in the life of the church 
and individual Christians. He dedicated the book to Amphilo- 
chius of Iconium, who looked up to Basil as a mentor, much as 
Basil had once done with Eustathius. An exchange of letters be- 
tween them is extant, Basil answering Amphilochius’s questions 
on matters of ecclesiastical discipline and the finer points of the- 
ology. In the correspondence, Basil’s affection for his protégé is 
evident.*. Perhaps his friendships with Amphilochius and other 
bishops like Eusebius of Samosata that developed during his 
episcopacy consoled him for the pain of his estrangement from 
Gregory of Nazianzus and Eustathius of Sebasteia, the compan- 
ions of his youth.” 
_ Though Basil did not mention the Nicene Creed in Against 
Eunomius, as bishop he became one of the leading pro-Nicene 
theologians of his era. Only gradually did he come to accept the 
creed as the sufficient means for unifying adherents of diverse 
theological positions. Shortly before he wrote Against Eunomius, 
he had rejected the term homoousios in his correspondence with 
Apollinarius; shortly after writing the anti-Eunomian treatise, 
he admitted his acceptance of the Nicene term in a letter to 
Maximus the philosopher.” Later, as bishop, he promoted the 
Nicene Creed as the expression of standard orthodox teaching, 
provided that it was supplemented by a statement about the di- 
vinity of the Spirit." 

Basil’s attempts to build a pro-Nicene alliance required navi- 
gating a complex set of relationships among the sees of Rome, 
Alexandria, and especially Antioch. By the 370s, there were 
three rival bishops in Antioch: (1) Paulinus, leader of the “old- 
Nicene” community loyal to Eustathius of Antioch, who had 
been deposed around 327; (2) Meletius, the Homoian candi- 
date who upon his consecration revealed himself to be more 


Lewis Ayres, Works on the Spirit: Athanasius and Didymus (Crestwood, NY: St. Vladi- 
mir’s Seminary Press, forthcoming). 

48. See Rousseau 258-69; Ayres 224-25; Hildebrand 27-28. 

49. On Eusebius of Samosata, see Rousseau 254-58. 

50. Epp. 361 and 9.3. On Basil’s early doubts over homoousios, see Ayres 188- 
91; Hildebrand 210-22. 


51. See, for example, Epp. 52, 113, 125, 128, and 204. ` 
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Homoiousian than anything else and in time adopted a pro- 
Nicene stance; and (3) Euzoius, Meletius’s Homoian replace- 
ment. Both Paulinus and Meletius were supporters of Nicaea, 
yet their communities were opposed to one another for a va- 
riety of other reasons. Like many other bishops in Asia Minor, 
Basil supported Meletius, viewed as the best possibility for rec- 
onciling the Antiochene factions. Another criterion for recon- 
ciliation was the condemnation of Marcellus of Ancyra. Basil 
realized that his plans could be achieved only by gaining the 
support of Athanasius of Alexandria and Damasus of Rome, 
who represented the western bishops. And so, he wrote a num- 
ber of letters to Damasus and Athanasius (who never answered 
Basil) and even organized diplomatic missions to Rome. As the 
western bishops tended to support Paulinus and were reluctant 
to condemn Marcellus, Basil’s plans came to naught.” 

Basil died before his fiftieth birthday, probably in late Sep- 
tember 378." Death robbed him of seeing the groundwork that 
he had laid come to fruition a few years later. The new emperor, 
Theodosius, raised to the purple only a few months after Basil's 
death, was a pro-Nicene Christian from Spain. While some prog- 
ress had been made in the formation of a viable pro-Nicene al- 
liance in the late 370s and 380, the emperor convened a coun- 
cil in Constantinople in 381 to resolve lingering issues.** The 


52. For Basil’s role in the attempt to build a pro-Nicene alliance, see Rous- 
seau 288-317; Ayres 224-29; Behr 104-17. 

53. Though for centuries Basil was thought to have died on January 1, 379, 
since the 1980s there has been a dispute over the date of his death. Building on 
earlier scholarship, the most important studies are Pierre Maraval, “La date de 
la mort de Basile de Césarée,” Revue des Etudes Augustiniennes 34 (1988): 25-38 
(August 377); J-R. Pouchet, “La date de l'élection épiscopale de saint Basile et 
celle de sa mort,” Revue d'histoire ecclésiastique 87 (1992): 5-33 (late September 
378); T. D. Barnes, “The Collapse of the Homoeans in the East,” Studia Patristica 
29 (1997): 3-16 (January 1, 379); and Pierre Maraval, “Retour sur quelques 
dates concernant Basil de Césarée et Grégoire de Nysse,” Revue d'histoire ecclési- 
astique 99 (2004): 153-57 (late September 378). For good reviews of the litera- 
ture, see Rousseau 360-63 and Vaggione 304-11, who both argue for the tradi- 
tional date of January 1, 37g, as well as Silvas, The Letters, 32-39, who reviews the 
most recent scholarship and argues for a date of late September 378. 

54. On the Council of Constantinople, see Hanson 791-823; Ayres 2 53-60; 
‘Behr 117-22. 
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council fathers ratified a revised version of the Nicene Creed 
- which was more explicit concerning belief in the Holy Spirit 
as divine and to which many former enemies could subscribe. 
Imperial legislation throughout the 380s and 390s encouraged 
acceptance of the council’s decrees. It needs to be stressed that 
“the Council of Constantinople does not mark the end of Trini- 
tarian debate in the eastern empire.” In the following years, 
there were continuing efforts to entice dissidents (such as Het- 
eroousians, Homoians, Pneumatomachians, and Apollinarians) 
to accept pro-Nicene orthodoxy, by legislation on the part of 
Theodosius and by theological argument on the part of Grego- 
ry of Nyssa, Gregory of Nazianzus, and others. Basil’s efforts had 
not been in vain. 

The other so-called “Cappadocian Fathers” acknowledged 
the impact of Basil, each in his own way. Gregory of Nyssa took 
up the mantle of his deceased brother in the ecclesiastical 
and theological realms, defending him against detractors and 
developing the doctrinal insights of Basil into one of the clas- 
sic expressions of pro-Nicene Trinitarian theology. Gregory of 
Nazianzus’s Trinitarian theology is not as explicitly indebted to 
Basil’s as Gregory of Nyssa’s was, but nonetheless represents a 
signal achievement in pro-Nicene theology. Shortly after the 
Council of Constantinople, Gregory of Nazianzus eulogized 
Basil, still feeling the sting of old hurts but appreciative of the 
many accomplishments of his one-time friend.** He depicted 
Basil as an exemplary pastor, teacher, and theologian, and be- 


stowed upon him the epithet by which he is still known today: 
“Basil the Great.”*” 


Ill. THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT 
OF AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


Traditional accounts of the fourth-century Trinitarian de- 
bates have tended to corral participants into two competing 
camps: those in support of the Council of Nicaea and its term 
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homoousios and those opposed to it. For a long time it was cus- 
tomary to place Basil in the former group and view him, along 
with and inseparable from his fellow Cappadocians Gregory of 
Nyssa and Gregory of Nazianzus, as the heirs of the theologi- 
cal and polemical legacy of Athanasius of Alexandria. In turn, 
Athanasius was seen as the beleaguered champion of an unal- 
terable theological vision enshrined in the Creed of Nicaea in 
325 and the indefatigable opponent of the heresiarch Arius 
and his progeny. Eunomius too was linked with currents from 
earlier in the fourth century. The title “Neo-Arian” was egre- 
giously used to describe his and Aetius’s theology, suggesting a 
revival and perhaps radicalization of Arius’s thought. But these 
interpretations rely too much on the polemical categories pro- 
moted by biased contemporaries of the debates. 

Recent revisionist scholarship has taught us that the story of 
the fourth-century Trinitarian controversies is far more com- 
plex and uncertain than such traditional accounts would have 
us believe—and endlessly more fascinating. Arius and Athana- 
sius are no longer seen as the fountainheads of two irreconcil- 
able and long-lasting streams of theology. The idea of a mono- 
lithic Cappadocian theology rooted in Athanasian thought, or 
of Heteroousian theology as a resuscitation of Arius’s doctrine, 
is now recognized as a fiction, or at least a reductionistic dis- 
tortion. All of the Cappadocians—Basil of Caesarea, Gregory of 
Nazianzus, and Gregory of Nyssa—developed distinctive theolo- 
gies with unique emphases. With this more precise understand- 
ing of the fourth-century doctrinal controversies, we can see 
how the participants in the Eunomian controversy—Eunomius 
and Basil—do and do not relate to the broader course of the 
controversies. Accordingly, the two following sections first trace 
the broad contours of the fourth-century debate and then lo- 
cate Basil’s work Against Eunomius in its immediate context in 
the mid-360s. The final section briefly recounts the fate of Eu- 
nomius and the Heteroousian movement after the publication 
of Basil’s groundbreaking treatise. 
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bius of Caesarea, Theodotus of Laodicea, Paulinus of Tyre, Atha- 
nasius of Anazarbus, Theognis of Nicaea, and Narcissus of Nero- 
nias—an ecclesiastical alliance commonly called the “Eusebians” 
after its two most prominent leaders.” These bishops did not 
agree with Arius’s theology in every detail. Though there were 
theological differences between them, they rallied around Arius 
in common cause against what they deemed to be Alexander’s 
doctrinal innovations and his mistreatment of Arius. 

After a series of failed attempts to reconcile the feuding fac- 
tions within the Alexandrian church, the emperor Constantine 
convened a council at Nicaea in 325 to resolve the controver- 
sy—now spread throughout the churches of the East—once 
and for all. The council ratified a creed designed to exclude the 
theology of Arius and to secure his excommunication and ex- 
ile. Thereafter Arius was marginal. Constantine recalled him 
from exile a few years after Nicaea, but the Alexandrian church 
repeatedly refused him re-admission to communion. He died 
outside of the church in the mid-330s, having long ceased to be 
a factor in ongoing theological debates. He was not the found- 
er of “Arianism” as a theological system or as an ecclesiastical 
movement. 

After Nicaea the theological controversy shifted its focus 
from Arius and Alexander to the emerging debate between the 
Eusebians and Marcellus of Ancyra. The leading Eusebians had 
subscribed to the Nicene Creed, but their actions and writings 
after the council reveal lingering questions over its meaning. 
Indeed, the 320s and 330s were the golden age of Eusebian 
theological development. Foremost among the Eusebians was 


62. “Eusebian” is a problematic term, as recently discussed by David M. Gw- 
ynn, The Eusebians. The Polemic of Athanasius of Alexandria and the Construction of 
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and theologians initially formed around the figures of Eusebius of Nicomedia 
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Asterius the Sophist, a layman from Cappadocia (he was perma- 
nently debarred from clerical status because of his lapse in the 
Great Persecution). Around 320-321, he had published a theo- 
logical handbook entitled the Syntagmation; it is even claimed 
that Arius himself used this little book.“ Around 323, Eusebius 
of Nicomedia wrote to Paulinus of Tyre urging him to write to 
Alexander of Alexandria to protest the excommunication of 
Arius.© Paulinus’s letter to Alexander became something of 
an instant classic, although the theological language used by 
him became so outdated within a few years of its composition 
that it was a cause of embarrassment among the Eusebians.© 
Around 327, Asterius wrote a defense of Paulinus’s letter. In the 
early 330s, Marcellus of Ancyra, who had attended the Council 
of Nicaea and supported its creed and decrees, wrote a book 
against Asterius’s defense of Paulinus. In 337-338 Eusebius of 
Caesarea issued two anti-Marcellan works: the Against Marcellus 
and the Ecclesiastical Theology, the latter of which is in many ways 
the apex of Eusebian theology. A fragment of an anti-Marcellan 
work written around 340-341 by Acacius of Caesarea, Eusebi- 
us’s successor, in defense of Asterius is devoted to explicating 
what it means to call the Son the image of God.” 

The Eusebians were by no means characterized by a mono- 
lithic theology.® Each offers a distinctive perspective within a 
loosely shared framework that tended to see the differences be- 
tween the Father and Son as primary, while at the same time af- 
firming the uniqueness of the relationship between the Father 
and Son. In the early stages of the Trinitarian controversies, 
there was relatively little reflection by anyone on the divinity of 
the Holy Spirit or the Spirit’s relation to the Father and Son. 

Asterius was the intellectual force of his era and the most sig- 
nificant early Eusebian theologian.” He distinguished between 
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the divine power and wisdom that existed in God eternally and 
the power and wisdom manifested in Christ.” He spoke of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as three distinct hypostases.” The Fa- 
ther is always Father, at least potentially so,” and the Son is the 
indistinguishable image of the Father’s divinity, substance, will, 
power, and glory.” The unity of the Father and Son 1s mee 
stood in terms of a harmony of wills, nota sharing of nature. 4 
Eusebius of Caesarea is the other major theologian of the ec- 
clesiastical alliance that bears his name.” For Eusebius, God the 
Father is the unbegotten, eternal source of all. The Son derives 
his existence from the Father: he is the only-begotten of the Fa- 
ther, not co-eternal with him, and a product of the Father’s will, 
not his substance. Eusebius distinguishes between begetting 
and creating; the Son is not co-ordinate or even pereminen! 
among creatures, but, rather, uniquely related to the Father. 
The Father and Son have independent ontological existences, 
which Eusebius sometimes calls hypostases. Eusebius posits a very 
close relationship between the Father and the Son. He insists 
that, as the image of God, it is the nature of the Son to be like 
the Father with the greatest degree of exactness possible, being 
in himself the whole form of God.” 
In contrast, Marcellus’s theology was driven by a concern to 
preserve the unity of God at any cost.” He prefers to speak of 
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God and his Word and downplays ‘Father-Son’ language; the 
Word can only be called Son and other Christological titles at 
the Incarnation.” He spoke of the Word as eternally intrinsic to 
God, existing in God much as the power to reason exists within 
a human being. He denied that there were two of anything 
in God: two substances, two hypostases, two powers, two persons 
and so forth. God was understood to be a unitary divine monad 
that mysteriously expanded into a triad (namely, the Word and 
Spirit) without losing its essential oneness and indivisibility.®! 
Marcellus also taught a distinct eschatology wherein Christ’s 
kingdom comes to an end.® His Eusebian contemporaries came 
to accuse him of Sabellianism, though he denied the charge.® 
Nonetheless, in 336 Marcellus was deposed and exiled for his 
theological opinions, a victim of Eusebian machinations. He 
eventually made his way to Rome in 340, where he made com- 
mon cause with Athanasius. 

As a deacon Athanasius had attended the Council of Nicaea 
in Alexander’s entourage.** When Alexander died a few years 
later, Athanasius succeeded him as bishop of Alexandria, though 
not without controversy and steep resistance from the Melitians 
with whom Athanasius struggled in the early years of his episco- 
pacy. Within a few years Athanasius was charged with violence 
and other crimes, tried and convicted at the Council of Tyre in 
335, and exiled to Gaul. For the remainder of his ecclesiastical 
career, these charges would dog Athanasius, rendering him sus- 
pect and tainted in the eyes of many eastern bishops. Before his 
death in 373, Athanasius would spend five periods of exile out- 
side of Alexandria, about seventeen years in total. 

Having returned to Alexandria from his first exile in 337 

Athanasius was ousted from Alexandria again in early 339 and 
fled to Rome, where Marcellus arrived a few months later. Both 
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exiled bishops were seeking the support of Julius, the bishop of 
Rome. Julius held a council in early 341 at which Athanasius was 
found innocent of misconduct and Marcellus’s theology was ex- 
onerated as orthodox, thus overturning the decisions of the east- 
ern councils. If they had not met earlier, Athanasius and Marcel- 
lus most certainly met in Rome, and perhaps Athanasius wrote 
the Orations against the Arians at the suggestion of Marcellus. 
Though Athanasius had begun to conceive of his conflict 
with the Eusebians as a theological debate before he arrived 
in Rome, the Orations marks the transformation of his ecclesio- 
political struggles with the bishops of the Eusebian alliance into 
a quest for orthodoxy against the “Arianism” of his opponents. 
In this treatise, which Lewis Ayres calls “one of the key early 
anti-Eusebian theological manifestos,” Athanasius sets out to 
refute the tenets of “Arianism” as taught by Arius, Asterius, and 
other Eusebians. Nothing much, however, is heard from him on 
the Nicene Creed as the standard of orthodoxy until the early 
350s." It is now recognized that his depiction of the fourth- 
century church as polarized between his own “orthodoxy” and 
the “Arianism” of his Eusebian enemies is a polemical misrepre- 
sentation aimed at pleading his own case against his many de- 
tractors.*” Despite his distorted polemics, Athanasius is a signifi- 
cant theologian in his own right, and his writings represent a 
considerable theological achievement that had immediate and 
long-lasting influence, though perhaps not as pervasive as previ- 
ous generations of scholars have believed. ® 
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Summarizing Athanasius’s theology is difficult because of the 
sheer number of his extant writings composed over a fifty-year 
period. But a few points of similarity and difference with other 
theologians already discussed can be mentioned. For Athana- 
sius, theological reflection begins with God’s eternal Father- 
hood. It follows from this that the Son is co-eternal with the 
Father. As it was for Alexander, the eternal correlativity of the 
Father and Son was central for Athanasius, Similarly to Euse- 
bius, Athanasius also distinguished between begetting and cre- 
ating; hence, the Son, as begotten from God, is radically differ- 
ent from the creatures created by God. Against the Eusebians, 
he repeatedly speaks of the Son as proper to the Father’s sub- 
stance; in other words, the Son’s existence is intrinsic to the Fa- 
ther’s nature. Therefore, the Son is the Father’s very own Word, 
Wisdom, and Power. There are not two, as Arius and Asterius 
had claimed. Athanasius was concerned, as was Marcellus, not 
to compromise the divine unity. Nonetheless, Athanasius taught 
that the Father and Son are distinct, though he did not employ 
any technical terminology for distinguishing them as the Euse- 
bians did. Despite their theological differences, Athanasius and 
Marcellus were able to join together in their ecclesio-political 
struggles against the Eusebians. 

In this initial period of antiEusebian collaboration between 
Athanasius and Marcellus, the Eusebians were not idle. After the 
Roman council, Julius sent a letter to the Eusebians that is signif- 
icant because it adopts the polemiċs of Athanasius and accuses 
the Eusebians of “Arianism.”® In response to the Roman council 
and Julius’s letter, the Eusebian bishops held a council in 341 in 
conjunction with the dedication of the church in Antioch—the 
. so-called Dedication Council. The Eusebians rejected the idea 

that their theology could be described as “Arian.” They consid- 
ered themselves as representatives of the mainstream tradition 
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of theological orthodoxy in the East that avoided the poles of 
Arius, on the one side, and Athanasius and Marcellus, on the 
other. The Dedication Council produced two creeds that would 
become standard in the East for the next twenty years. The Sec- 
ond Creed is a bold statement of Eusebian theology, echoing 
the theology of Asterius.® The Fourth Creed was drawn up a 
few months after the Dedication Council to summarize the Sec- 
ond Creed and was brought to the West.” The latter became the 
standard creed in the East for more than twenty years and was 
reissued at many subsequent eastern councils. 
The Dedication Council marks the beginning ofa period that 
lasted through the mid-350s, in which various Eusebian coun- 
cils sought to achieve theological consensus and eliminate the 
extremes of Arius, Athanasius, and Marcellus. But the situation 
reached a nadir before the serious work of consensus-building 
began in earnest: the debacle of the Council of Serdica in 343. 
Western and eastern bishops refused to meet with each other in 
the same place because of political maneuvering on both sides 
and mutual distrust. The western bishops suspected the me 
bishops of “Arianism,” and the eastern bishops could not cet 
erate the western bishops’ support of Athanasius and Marce - 
lus. Each side excommunicated the other. The documents is- 
sued by each side reveal how far apart they were at this point. 
The western bishops held that the Father, Son, and Spirit labs 
one in hypostasis or ousia, whereas the eastern bishops ae 
that the Aypostases of Father, Son, and Spirit were different. j 
westerners emphasized the eternal correlativity of Father an 
Son, but the easterners maintained that the Son had some sort 
of beginning. The westerners distinguished carefully e 
“begotten” and “created,” a distinction which many Eusebians 
to blur. . 
E failure of Serdica prompted attempts at rapproche- 
ment.? The so-called Macrostich [“long-lined”] Creed of 345 
is the best example. Responding to western Serdican Ten 
it attempts to moderate the Eusebian theologies of the Dedica- 
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tion Creed and the eastern Serdican statement in order to find 
common ground with western bishops. Another key council 
took place at Sirmium in 351. Here Basil of Ancyra (Marcel- 
lus’s Eusebian replacement) managed to have Photinus of Sir- 
mium, an adherent of Marcellan views, deposed on theological 
grounds. This set off a series of councils, such as at Arles in 353 
and Milan in 355, in both East and West—often at the insistence 
of Constantius, now the sole emperor—aimed at effecting theo- 
logical consensus by securing the condemnation of Athanasius, 
Marcellus, and Photinus. 

In these councils of the 350s, we can trace an increasing re- 
luctance to use ousialanguage, viewed as problematic because 
of its associations with the positions of Marcellus and Photinus. 
At the same time, the Eusebian alliance was splintering over 
this issue. Some rejected ousialanguage altogether. Adherents 
of this approach are generally called “Homoians” because they 
affirmed that the Son was like (homoios) the Father without 
specifying anything about the ousia of either. Others endorsed 
the use of ousia, although differently than first-generation Euse- 
bians like Asterius and Eusebius of Caesarea. Adherents of the 
Nicene theology had of course always used ousialanguage in 
their defense of “same in substance” (homoousios). This debate 
over the significance of ousia for Trinitarian theology was the 
undoing of the old Eusebian alliance and constitutes the im- 


mediate context of the debate between Eunomius and Basil of 
Caesarea. 


The Proximate Context 


At Sirmium in 357 a small council of bishops produced a 
confession of faith that condemned all use of ousia- language 
when speaking about the relation between the Father and the 
Son.” This Homoian confession clearly exhibits an anti-Nicene 
and anti-Homoiousian bias, explicitly condemning the use of 
the terms homoousios and homoiousios—in fact, the Sirmium Con- 
fession of 357 marks the first appearance of the latter term.” 
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The confession’s theology also rejects the Dedication Creed of 
341, that classic statement of Eusebian theology that had found 
widespread use throughout the East. The Sirmium Confession 
of 357 sent shockwaves throughout the East due to its stark sub- 
ordinationist agenda, and catalyzed all participants in the Trini- 
tarian debates to take stock of their own positions and to formu- 
late responses. . 

In early 358 Eudoxius of Antioch convened a synod in An- 
tioch that voiced its approval of the Sirmium Confession of 357. 
Eudoxius also welcomed Aetius to his see, where he propagated 
his radical “Heteroousian” theology that emphasized. that the — 
Son was “different in substance” (heteroousios) from the Father. 
For many, the teaching of Aetius would have appeared to be 
the logical conclusion of the Homoian theology of the Sirmium 
Confession of 357. Indeed, in this period there was no clear 
line of demarcation between Homoian and Heteroousian the- 
ology, or for that matter between Homoian and Homoiousian 
theology. The reticence of Homoian theology allowed for vari- 
ous—and at times widely divergent—interpretations of it. 

The Homoiousian alliance developed in response to the Het- 
eroousian theology of Aetius. Its leaders were George of Laodi- 
cea and Basil of Ancyra. Alarmed at the developments in An- 
tioch, George wrote ‘to Basil of Ancyra and a number of other 
bishops who had convened for the dedication of a church in 
Ancyra, to alert them to the situation in Antioch. George ap- 
prised them of Eudoxius’s active promotion of Aetius and his 
teaching and warned them that if Aetius was not checked, his 
doctrine would spread beyond Antioch and “shipwreck” the en- 
tire church. This letter prompted Basil to convene a synod in 
Ancyra in concert with the dedication of the church to respond 
to the teachings of Aetius.” It met shortly before Easter 3 58 and 
produced a long doctrinal statement that constitutes the initial 
statement of Homoiousian theology.” 

After the conclusion of the council, Basil of Ancyra headed a 
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delegation to Constantius in Sirmium to secure the deposition 
and banishment of Eudoxius, Aetius, and Aetius’s pupil Euno- 
mius, whom Eudoxius had made a deacon. They were success- 
ful. Constantius then convened a council in Sirmium at which 
imperial endorsement was given to Homoiousian theology, 
though the doctrinal statement produced at this council does 
not survive.” Perhaps thinking that Homoiousian theology 
could achieve lasting consensus, Constantius planned a large 
double-council at Nicomedia in late 358. When an earthquake 
made the city unsuitable, it was decided that the western bish- 
ops would meet at Ariminum in Italy and the eastern bishops in 
Seleucia in Cilicia." The Council of Seleucia met in Septem- 
ber 359, and the other met first in late May at Ariminum in Italy 
and then transferred in mid-summer to Niké in Thrace. 

Before this double-council met, however, Constantius con- 
vened another council in Sirmium in early 359 to compose a 
statement of faith that could be presented to both sessions of the 
double-council. This statement is-called the “Dated Creed” be- 
cause the date of its promulgation has been preserved: May 22, 
359.'" It was intended to be a document that would find accep- 
tance among Homoiousians and Homoians, but exclude Het- 
eroousian and Homoousian theologies. Since the Dated Creed 
proscribed the use of ousialanguage, Basil of Ancyra signed it 
with trepidation, including a note with his signature giving the 
Dated Creed a Homoiousian interpretation. At this juncture 
the Homoiousians recognized that Constantius’s desire to effect 
theological consensus threatened to compromise their theology. 
Hence shortly after this, George of Laodicea, together with Ba- 
sil, composed a defense of Homoiousian theology against Het- 
eroousian theology, seen as a competing—and mistaken—way of 
interpreting the Homoian theology of the Dated Creed. 
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The Council at Seleucia met in September 359, but things 
did not unfold as Constantius had hoped.'® The fragile agree- 
ment reached between the Homoians and Homoiousians at 
Sirmium in 358 and early 359 quickly fell apart over political 
and theological differences. George of Laodicea was one of the 
principal leaders of the Homoiousians, along with Eleusius of 

-Cyzicus and Sophronius of Pompeiopolis. Basil of Ancyra had 
been accused of some unspecified misdemeanor that limited 
his participation in the council." The Homoians were led by 
Acacius of Caesarea, George of Alexandria, Uranius of Tyre, 
and Eudoxius of Antioch. Aetius pushed to have Homoian the- 
ology interpreted in a Heteroousian manner. After three ses- 
sions of fruitless debate, the council president attempted to dis- 
solve the council. But the Homoiousians re-assembled in order 
to adjudicate the case of Cyril of Jerusalem and other bishops 
whom Acacius of Caesarea had recently deposed. When Acacius 
refused to attend, he was deposed, along with some of his Ho- 
moian supporters. And so the council ended. 

Embassies representing the various positions were then sent 
to Constantius at Constantinople. The emperor became so ex- 
asperated with Aetius during an audience that he threw him 
out of the palace.” Through coercion and trickery Constan- 
tius attempted to get the Homoiousians to subscribe to a modi- 
fied version of the Dated Creed, sometimes called the Creed 
of Niké because of its place of original composition. While the 
Dated Creed had declared the Son “like the Father in all re- 
spects (Suoiov Kata mavta), as the holy Scriptures also declare 
and teach,” and condemned the use of all ovoia language, the 
Creed of Niké omitted the phrase “in all respects,” an omission 
that excluded the possibility of its Homoiousian interpretation. 
Thus the Homoians now had the backing of Constantius; the 
Homoiousians had been out-maneuvered. The Homoiousian 
embassy in Constantinople signed the Creed of Niké on Decem- 


ber 31, 359. 
In January 360 Constantius convened a small council in 
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Constantinople to ratify the decisions of the twin Councils of 
Ariminum and Seleucia. As mentioned above, Basil of Cae- 
sarea attended this council in the entourage of either Dianius 
of Caesarea or Eustathius of Sebasteia. Acacius was the council 
president and ruthless in his attack on his Homoiousian oppo- 
nents. He managed to depose nearly all prominent Homoiou- 
sian bishops on non-theological grounds by accusing them of 

various crimes.'” Basil of Ancyra, Eleusius of Cyzicus, Eustathius 
of Sebasteia, and Sophronius of Pompeiopolis—all hitherto 
leaders of the Homoiousians—were deposed. Aetius was also 
banished for his failure to accept the Homoian position. Basil 
of Caesarea was a minor player and could easily slip away to his 
Cappadocian homeland. Eunomius’s strong connections with 
Aetius, however, left him suspect to the newly-ascendant Ho- 
moians. Near the conclusion of this council, Eunomius prob- 
ably delivered the speech that would later be issued as his Apol- 
ogy in order to demonstrate his agreement with the Homoian 
theology endorsed at it. He did not merely avoid the fate of 
his teacher successfully; he was in fact rewarded for his carefully 
crafted speech with appointment as bishop of Cyzicus. Soon af- 
ter taking up his post, however, Eunomius enraged the Chris- 
tians of Cyzicus by flagrantly promoting his Heteroousian theol- 
ogy and by contravening traditional beliefs and practices, such 
as Mary’s perpetual virginity. After prudently fleeing the city, he 
never again exercised the pastoral oversight of that church or 
any other church. 


Aetius would return from banishment when Julian the Apos- 
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tate became emperor, and would even be made a bishop (though. 
without a see). But after the Council of Constantinople of 360, 
Eunomius eclipsed him as the leader of the Heteroousians. Eu- 
nomius’s reputation as a theologian grew with the publication 
of his Apology in 360 or 361. The Heteroousians attracted the 
support of bishops like Serras of Paraetonium, Theophilus the 
Indian, and Theodulus of Chaeretapa in Phrygia, who promot- 
ed Heteroousian theology through missionary activities and oth- 
erwise. They created a parallel episcopal hierarchy to minister 
to Heteroousian Christians. Under Julian, the Heteroousian 
movement thrived. 

The spread and growing strength of Heteroousian theol- 
ogy prompted Basil to issue a refutation of Eunomius in the 
mid-g60s. During his third ascetic retreat at Annisa, Basil had 
not sechided himself from the wider ecclesiastical world, and 
despite his insignificant role at the Council of Constantinople, 
he remained deeply concerned with the issues under debate. 
He tracked the progress of the theological controversies and 
even accompanied Eustathius of Sebasteia to the Homoiou- 
sian Council of Lampsacus held in the autumn of 364 (but did 
not himself attend).!2 Some scholars hold that he composed 
Against Eunomius during the period of his third stay at Annisa, 
probably in its initial form, rather hastily dictated to Eustathius 
in preparation for the Council of Lampsacus, or at least result- 
ing from conversations between the two churchmen." Ray- 
mond Van Dam has suggested that Basil wrote Agaznst Eunomius 
soon after the accession of Valens (which occurred in 364) to 
ingratiate himself with the new eastern emperor, whose oppo- 
nent, the usurper Procopius (proclaimed emperor in 365), was 
supported by Eunomius.'* Hence a date of 364 or 365 is most 
likely for the publication of Against Eunomius. 
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Basil’s theology in his Against Eunomius is not intended to 
represent the Homoiousian thought defeated at the Council of 
Constantinople, nor is it meant to refute the Homoian thought 
victorious at the council, but specifically focuses on countering 
the Heteroousian theology of Eunomius. Basil was surely influ- 
enced by Homoiousian thought, as his mentor Eustathius of Se- 
basteia identified with this group in Basil’s formative years, At 
the same time, even in this, his earliest doctrinal treatise, Basil 
reveals himself as an independent and innovative thinker who 
drew on many theological currents. The teachings of Origen, 
Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius, and the Homoiousians all 
make appearances in Against Eunomius. Basil integrates various 
streams of thought in such a way that they could later coalesce, 
through further efforts on his part and those of others, into a 
viable pro-Nicene theology, that is, a set of doctrines and theo- 
logical practices aimed at promoting the Nicene Creed as ci- 
pher for orthodox Trinitarian theology. But note that in Against 
Eunomius Basil does not appeal to the Nicene Creed at all, and 
the term homoousios, while used, is not central. Therefore, his 
Against Eunomius represents a signal theological achievement. 
It contains the foundations for the Trinitarian theology that his 
brother Gregory of Nyssa (and to some extent Gregory of Na- 
zianzus) later developed and clarified in the 380s and beyond, 
and that became the standard expression of pro-Nicene ortho- 
doxy, sometimes called “the Cappadocian achievement.” 

Basil was not the only one to respond to the Heteroousians 
in this period. Heteroousian gains brought other countermea- 
sures in their wake. The Heteroousians started to run afoul of 
ecclesiastical and imperial authorities because of the distur- 
bances they caused within churches. There was growing discord 
between Aetius and Eunomius and their former supporter, Eu- 
doxius, who was made bishop of Constantinople at the January 
360 council and was now even more influential throughout the 
East. Their ideas ran counter to mainstream. theological devel- 
opments. They found themselves in trouble with imperial au- 
thorities because of their political associations,” Nonetheless, 
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the appeal and vitality of the Heteroousian movement in the 
decades after the Council of Constantinople should not be un- 
derestimated. Basil undoubtedly calculated that he would pro- 
pel himself into prominence by taking on so dangerous an en- 
emy to the church. ë 


The Aftermath of the Debate between Basil and Eunomius 


Aetius died in 366. The Heteroousians were increasingly 
viewed as a nuisance by ecclesiastical and imperial authorities 
alike. Soon after Demophilus succeeded Eudoxius in 370, Euno- 
mius was banished to Naxos, an island in the Aegean. He would 
spend the next eight years there, until Gratian allowed the Te- 
turn of exiles after Valens’s death in late 378. Probably during 
this period Eunomius began to write his Apology Jor the Apology, a 
defense of his original Apology in response to Basil s Against Eu- 
nomius. Why Eunomius waited so long to respond is unclear, but 
it may well be the case that early on he did not deem it worth Ko 
while to respond to a mere presbyter. But in 370 Basil had be- 
come the bishop of a major see, and Eunomius could prompte 
his own cause by writing against so prominent an opponent. l 

The work ran to five books, issued at intervals from 378 until 

the early 380s. Eunomius circulated the first books soon after 
his return from. Naxos to Constantinople in late 378, making 
it unlikely that Basil ever received copies of it before his own 
death in September 378, despite Philostorgius’s later claim har 
Basil died after reading it from the sorrow of being refuted. 
Throughout his career Basil had remained concerned wit 
combating Heteroousian theology, dealing with it in a a 
ber of his homilies and letters. Of particular note is his Homi ly 
against Sabellians, Arius, and the Anomoians, where he mockingly 
refers to Eunomius as “Anomius,” playing on the popular char- 
acterization of Heteroousian theology as teaching that the Son 
was unlike (anomoios) the Father.!!® 
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The publication of the Apology for the Apology seems to have 
contributed to a resurgence of Heteroousian theology, which 
nonetheless sparked an immediate reaction. In 380, while 
in Constantinople, Gregory of Nazianzus delivered three or 
four of his renowned Theological Orations, which were directed 
against Heteroousians.’*! Further east, news of the Apology for 
the Apology reached Gregory of Nyssa. He managed to borrow a 
copy of the first two books for only seventeen days.'”? Based on 
the notes he took, in 380 he wrote the initial installment of his 
own. Against Eunomius against Eunomius’s first book. In a letter 
to his brother Peter shortly thereafter, he wrote: 


When the holy Basil fell asleep and I received the book of Eunomius, 
while my heart was still hot with passion and in anguish at this com- 
mon misfortune of the churches, Eunomius not only wrote on the vari- 
ous topics which might pass as a defense of his own doctrine, but ex- 
pended the greater part of his energy on laboriously written out abuses 
against our father (sc. Basil).!* 


Hence Gregory felt compelled to write against Eunomius not 
only to refute his theology but also to defend his brother against 
posthumous attacks. He considered himself Basil’s heir in the 
doctrinal controversies of the era and the guardian of his broth- 
er’s legacy. Gregory responded to Eunomius’s second and third 
books between 380 and 383 (with the second and third books 
of his Against Eunomius). Ironically, Eunomius’s Apology for the 
Apology is extant only in the fragments preserved by Gregory. 
Since Gregory never refuted the fourth and fifth books, noth- 
ing from them survives.!*4 

Though Eunomius was becoming increasingly marginalized 
in the late 360s and 370s, the accession of Theodosius in 379 
marked the beginning of the end for him. As key architects of 
pro-Nicene theology in the late 370s and early 380s, Gregory 
of Nazianzus and Gregory of Nyssa had made the refutation of 
Heteroousian theology one of their primary concerns. Theodo- 
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sius, as mentioned earlier, supported pro-Nicene Christianity, 
orchestrated its official adoption by the bishops at the Coun- 
cil of Constantinople in 381, and gave it imperial sanction. At 
the council, “Eunomians” were listed as one of the heretical 
groups, but of course this did not lead to their immediate dis- 
solution. In 383 Theodosius summoned a “council of heresies” 
in an attempt to reconcile dissident groups deemed heretical 
at the Council of Constantinople. Representatives from various 
“heresies” were asked to present a written statement of faith so 
that it could be judged whether they should be rehabilitated 
and admitted to communion. Naturally Eunomius represented 
the Eunomians and composed a profession of faith (which is 
extant). Soon after, Gregory of Nyssa refuted it in his A Refuta- 
tion of Eunomius’s Profession. This would be Gregory’s last work 
specifically against Eunomius. But other theologians of his and 
subsequent eras also took up the cause against Eunomius as 
well: Apollinarius, Didymus the Blind, Diodore of Tarsus, Theo- 
dore of Mopsuestia, and Theodoret of Cyrus are all said to have 
written treatises against him.’ Many others, such as Cyril of Al- 
exandria, refuted him in works on the Trinity.'** In this era, it is 
almost as if a pro-Nicene theologian established his credentials 
by taking on the heresiarch Eunomius. 

The “council of heresies” was a miserable failure. Theodosius 
rejected all but one of the statements of faith drafted by the 


various groups trying to be reconciled with the official church. 


Soon thereafter, Theodosius promulgated a number of decrees 
against the heretical groups, forbidding assembly and construc- 
tion of churches, threatening confiscation of property if used in 
worship and even expulsion from the churches.'”” Nonetheless, 
in Constantinople and its suburbs Eunomius continued to meet 
with his followers privately and sought to win friends at the im- 
perial court to redeem him.’ When Theodosius discovered 
that Eunomius had supporters at his own court, he took swift 
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action against Eunomians. Seeing them as a threat to the im- 
perial government, he outlawed the Eunomian community. In 
the summer of 389, Theodosius had Eunomius arrested, and, 
in the spring of 390, exiled to Cappadocian Caesarea, though 
he resided outside the city at an estate called Dacora because 
of the hatred of Caesarea’s citizens for him. Despite his con- 
finement, Eunomius still received visitors and oversaw the Eu- 
nomian community.” One of his visitors was a twenty-year-old 
Philostorgius, who later wrote a pro-Heteroousian history of the 
fourth-century church.'*° 

Though it is hard to imagine, Eunomius’s fortunes took a turn 
for the worse when Theodosius died in 395. The new eastern 
emperor Arcadius, a seventeen-year-old boy, fell under the influ- 
ence of the eunuch Eutropius, who began a crackdown on Eu- 
nomians. In 396 he ordered the expulsion of Eunomians from 
the cities, Eunomius was transferred from Caesarea to a rustic 
monastic community in Tyana, where, as an old man now in his 
seventies, he died soon afterwards, perhaps during the winter of 
396-397." By this time all three of his Cappadocian opponents 
were dead. As mentioned earlier, Basil died in 978. Gregory of 
Nazianzus died in 390, and Gregory of Nyssa in 394 or 395. Eu- 
nomius may have outlived them all, but their efforts had ensured 
the bleak circumstances of his twilight years and the abiding no- 
toriety of his name after his death. 


IV. THE POLEMICAL AND THEOLOGICAL 
CONTENT OF AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


The Genve of Against Eunomius 
Basil’s. Against Eunomius is a polemical treatise, a point-by- 
point refutation of the methodology and main tenets of Euno- 
mius’s Heteroousian theology as presented in his Apology. Ba- 
sil proceeds by citing a few lines of Eunomius, then arguing at 
length against the suppositions or ideas expressed in the quota- 
tion. He does not cite every line of Eunomius’s text, but only 
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those lines needed for an adequate representation of his oppo- 
nent’s viewpoint. In rare cases Basil omits parts of Eunomius’s 
text, 3 or alters it. But for the most part Basil cites Eunomius 
accurately and even paraphrases him fairly." Precedents for 
such a methodology in both Christian and philosophical sourc- 
es include Origen’s Against Celsus, Marcellus of Ancyra’s Against 
Asterius, Eusebius of Caesarea’s Against Marcellus, and Iambli- 
chus’s On the Mysteries. Each author conducts his refutations in 
the same way as Basil, alternating citation and refutation. After 
Basil’s death, Gregory of Nyssa refuted Eunomius’s Apology for 
the Apology in much the same manner as Basil had refuted the 
original Apology. Accordingly, Basil’s Against Eunomius stands in 
a long tradition of polemical literature and needs to be inter- 
preted as such.” As a consequence, the doctrine of the Trin- 
ity that Basil develops in Against Eunomius is not the product 
of dispassionate “academic” reflection but an emotionally laden 
defense of Christian truth (as Basil perceived it) against one of 
its chief detractors. 

The polemical character of Against Eunomius is most appar- 
ent in the sarcasm and ad hominem attacks on Eunomius, inter- 
twined with real engagement with his opponent’s ideas. While 
such invective typically featured in polemical texts from antiq- 
uity, Basil displays a certain gusto in his vitriol. According to Ba- 
sil, Eunomius is nothing more than a scheming, impious char- 
latan who attempts to trick people into denying the divinity of 
the Son of God. He is “lying, stupid, wanton, dissembling, and 
blasphemous.”!”” Basil blasts Eunomius again and again for the 
arrogance he displays in so many ways: for wanting “to be pro- 
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claimed the pioneer and the patron of the entire heresy,”!8 for 
having an overblown sense of self-importance, for introducing 
innovation into the faith of the fathers,!° for claiming to know 
the substance of God, and so forth. Basil attacks Eunomius 
with biting sarcasm. For example, he calls Eunomius’s apology 
“brilliant.”"*” He refers to Eunomius as “an unconquerable and 
clever writer”! and addresses him repeatedly as “the wisest of 
men,”44 He mocks him with such declarations as: “How noble 
he is for providing us with this theology of the begetting of the 
Only-Begotten!”! and “There is no thought that you don’t 
have a knack for expressing!”™ According to Basil, Eunomius 
is a liar in whom the devil speaks." Basil over and over again 
accuses Eunomius of stupidity, craziness, insanity, madness 
derangement, and utter foolishness." On one occasion, Basil 
even goes so far as to call Eunomius a “whore,” though in this 
case he couches his abuse in the words of scripture. Perhaps he 
did so to forestall criticism for using such a nasty expression. 
Some modern readers of Basil may find such insults and Sar- 
castic language unsuitable for a person whom some consider a 
saint and father of the church. Others, however, may find Ba- 
sil’s vituperation, or at least some of it, effective and even hilari- 
ous.’ But, more to the point, Basil’s depiction of Eunomius is 
a willful distortion of the truth, and his ancient readers, familiar 
with the polemical genre, would have known this, not been sur 
prised by it, and in fact expected it. If Eunomius were so per- 


138. Eun. 1.1. 


189. Eun. 1.3. 
140. Eun. 1.1, 1.4, and 1.9. 141. Eun. 1.12, 1.13, and 2.90. 
142. Eun. 1.1. 143. Eun. 1.2. 


144. Eun. 1.2, 1.5, 1.21, 2.10, and 2.24; cf. “noblest of men” (BéAttote), Eun. 
2.23. 


145. Bun. 2.14. 146. Eun. 2.21, 

147. Eun. 1.3, 1.9, and 1.16. 

148. One example suffices: “If this is the case, what need is there to respond 
to such stupidity? For it would be just as if we were fighting against someone 
whom delirium has deprived of reason” (Eun. 2.2 1). 

149. Eun. 1.23: “So, then, let us state a response to him using the words of the 
Prophet: You've acquired the face of a whore; jou have no shame before anyone [Jer 3.9}.” 

150. Georgios Tsananas, “Humor bei Basilius dem Grossen,” in Anastasios 
Kallis, ed., Philoxenia (Munster: Aschendorff, 1980), 259-79 at 272-73, sees a 
few of Basil’s zingers in Eun. as evidence that Basil had a sense of humor. 


INTRODUCTION 41 


verse in as many ways as Basil’s caricature makes him out to be, 
it would be hard to account for Eunomius’s many successes and 
his appeal to his followers. 

Yet the tendency to be uncharitable in polemical literature 
becomes significant when one interprets such texts. Basil not 
only depicts Eunomius’s character uncharitably, but sometimes 
he also interprets his Apology uncharitably. In other words, even 
if Basil for the most part cites and paraphrases Eunomius accu- 
rately, when he interprets Eunomius, he at times can twist Euno- 
mius’s words to indicate something their author never intend- 
ed. It is difficult to determine whether such misinterpretations 
are willful or not; it is, however, best in such cases to be pru- 
dently suspicious.*! Therefore, when reading Against Eunomius, 
the interpreter needs to be aware that Basil may be purposely 
misinterpreting or distorting the meaning of Eunomius’s text. 
Basil does this to score debating points against his opponent, 
to depict him in the worst possible light, and to set up a “straw- 
man” in contrast to which he can present his own ideas. This is 
not to say that Basil always or even for the most part interprets 
Eunomius uncharitably; in many cases, or even most, Basil as- 
tutely points out the flaws in Eunomius’s arguments. The point 
here is that the validity of any of Basil’s interpretations of Eu- 
nomius cannot be judged solely on what Basil says but must be 
supplemented by constant reference to the text of Eunomius’s 
Apology itself. 

Besides the polemical vitriol, the juridical character of the 
work also bears upon its interpretation. Basil constructs his 
treatise as a written response to an oral defense that Eunomius 
claims to have made before a certain ecclesiastical court. This 
construction is a mocking response to Eunomius’s choice to 
present his teachings under the form of an apology (ånooyia). 
A common genre in ancient rhetoric, an apology was meant to 
defend its author when impugned or the author’s views when 
they had come under attack. Basil suspects that Eunomius chose 
the genre of apology in order to provide a pretext for an exposi- 
tion of his impious teachings. In claiming to write an apology, 
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EPRIN implies that it is legitimate and necessary for him to 
efend his views against slander.'*? Basil doubts that Eunomius 
po ie compelled to deliver his apology orally. He compares 
e Apology to an i i i 

ee 4 ey imaginary school exercise and to shadowbox- 
r eee s chief basis for accusing Eunomius of such duplicity is 
= ailure to name his attackers. He denies that Eunomius could 

ave delivered his Apology at one of the two recent councils in 


the East: Seleucia in late 359 or Constantinople in January 360. _ 


In each case, Basil argues, Eunomius had no need to defend his 
views against opponents. Hence, he concludes, the Apology is a 
literary fiction.'** Despite Basil’s denials, Eunomius Sabah de- 
livered the initial form of his Apology at Constantinople in 60 15 
In making contrary claims, Basil is more concerned with > ict 
ing Eunomius as a liar than establishing historical fact. i 

l Despite his denial that the Apology was actually delivered in 
juridical context, Basil “plays along with” the document’s a ol 
ogetic genre and refutes it as such. The treatise is a ane 
by-point refutation of Eunomius’s Heteroousian hélas and: 
seeks to convince the reader that Eunomius has distorted the 
Christian faith and is a danger to believers. As the ancient genre 
of Judicial oratory calls upon the audience to render a jud anik 
in a court of law, Against Eunomius is best viewed as a Christian 
adaptation of the genre.'5’ Basil constructs his reader as a mem- 
ber of the jury. He at times even uses the language of the law 
courts. For example, in a mocking paraphrase Basil puts the 
following words into Eunomius’s mouth to demonstrate his ar- 
rogance: “Why do you judge me harshly, gentlemen of the jury? 
For I have ascended to the very pinnacle of virtue RTA 
earthly matters, and transferred my entire way of life to heav- 
en!”'* In another instance Basil says that he is willing to have 


152. Eun. 1.2. 
153. Eun. 2.1, 
Oe ae 1.2; cf. 2.9. 155. See n. 110 above. 
: 5 : n his Apology for the Apology, Eunomius appears to have interpreted this 
s an admission on the part of Basil that the Apol. was not a literary fiction; see 
Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.86 (GNO 1.51). ' 
157. On judicial oratory, see Geor i 
A geA. Kennedy, Greek Rhetoric Under Chri 
tian Emperors (Princeton: Princeton Universi 5 
P - 
pe rsity Press, 1983), 6~19. 
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his entire objection stricken from the record if Eunomius can 
produce scriptural evidence for his claim.'*? Sometimes Basil re- 
fers to Eunomius in the second person singular and directly ad- 
dresses questions to him, as if he is examining him; sometimes 
Basil refers to him in the third person singular (or third plural, 
including his fellow Heteroousians), as if he is speaking about 
Eunomius to the jury. And so, when reading Against Eunomius 
one must keep in mind that, in line with judicial oratory, Basil 
is concerned with furnishing incontrovertible proof of Euno- 
mius’s impiety. He seeks to highlight Eunomius'’s errors in logic 
or doctrine; prove that they are in fact dangerous, impious er- 
rors; and refute them. Basil is not primarily presenting his own 
theology of the Trinity, but developing a Trinitarian theology to 
disprove the validity of his opponent's. 

As for the impieties of Eunomius, Basil is so horrified at them 
that at times he cannot even bring himself to utter them. On 
two occasions he refrains from expressing what he considers a 
terrible blasphemy by purposely omitting to state the apodosis 
of a conditional or to draw the inference from premises, say- 
ing something like: “It is better for us to leave this blasphemous 
statement incomplete.”! On other occasions he alerts his read- 

- er that he is about to say something irreligious or begs God for 
mercy for saying such a thing.” According to Bernard Sesboŭé, 
“this scruple ... attests to the strength of the link that exists 
among theological discourse, the profession of faith, and the 
adoration of mystery. It witnesses as well to the value of every 
utterance, even if the one who said it explains that it does not 
reflect his own thought.”!® It also serves a rhetorical purpose: 
as a pious Christian, Basil will not even dare to whisper the blas- 
phemies that the impious Eunomius publicizes to the world and 
blurts out to everybody.’ Basil’s construction of himself as a pi- 


159. Eun. 2.8. 
160. E.g., Eun. 1.24. Drecoll’s analysis of the verbal forms Basil uses to ad- 


dress his audience in part leads him to argue that the Eun. is not a unified text, 
but a hodgepodge of reworked texts (Drecoll 48-55). It seems to us that Drec- 
oll has overlooked that Eun. is an adaptation of juridical oratory. 

161. See Eun. 1.17 and 2.15. The citation is from 1.17. 
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164. See Eun. 1.13. 


44 INTRODUCTION 


ous Christian in contrast to the impious Eunomius is but one of 
his polemical ploys to sway the “jury.” 

One final element may be operative in Basil’s refutation of 
EFunomius: anti-rhetorical polemic. Richard Vaggione has pro- 
vocatively argued that echoes of “a war of rival asceticisms” in 
the fourth century are heard in the vituperation of pro-Nicene, 
anti-Eunomian polemics.’ The pro-Nicenes drew on tried- 
and-true anti-rhetorical tropes that philosophers had leveled 
for centuries against rhetors. Nicene controversialists who 
championed the more rigorous, monastic form of asceticism 
that emerged in the fourth century lampooned as “rhetorical 
profligacy” the traditional asceticism of “studied moderation” 
practiced by Eunomius, Aetius, and others of their circle. They 
present Eunomius and Aetius as rhetorical elites who cultivated 
the rich and famous and frequented “the cocktail-party circuit,” 
and smear that circle as dedicated urbanites who participated 
in traditional civic life. But Nicenes claim to have opted out of 
the traditional structures of power and influence and to have 
disdained rhetorical fluff, withdrawing from the world to prac- 
tice strict asceticism in monastic seclusion (even if still a metro- 
politan bishop!). However more complex the situation was, the 
invective of this “war of rival asceticisms” drew on themes from 
the pre-existing debate between philosophy and rhetoric. 

Basil may be drawing on the anti-rhetorical features of this 
debate in his polemical characterization of Eunomius. He re- 
peatedly accuses Eunomius of employing sophisms rather than 
substantive arguments.’ Such moves on Eunomius’s part are 
deceptive, a use of trickery and scare-tactics to establish his 
own teaching.’*’ Basil, for example, describes Eunomius’s bo- 
gus “proof” that God is unbegotten (a concept that even Eu- 
nomius said to be self-evident) as tantamount to someone at- 
tempting to argue that the sun is the brightest star in the sky 


165. See Vaggione 181-97; idem, “Of Monks and Lounge Lizards: ‘Arians,’ 
Polemics and Asceticism in the Roman East,” in Michel R. Barnes and Daniel 
H. Williams, eds., Arianism after Arius: Essays on the Development of the Fourth Cen- 


tury Trinitarian Conflicts (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1993), 181-214. 
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at high noon.!® Basil surmises that Eunomius engages in such 
specious argumentation to enhance his reputation as virtuoso 
rhetor: “It seems to me that he boasts along with his followers 
that he is shrewd and subtle in mind, quick to spot an absur- 
dity and even quicker to demolish it once detected, and it is for 
this reason that he takes pride in how his arguments take twists 
and turns, and so puts on a fine show.””® Finally, Basil employs 
a stock feature of anti-rhetorical polemic when he mocks the 
fatuity of rhetorical speechifying: “as if dreaming that you're in 
a forum or addressing an assembly of drunkards, where no one 
can hear or understand what is being said, you legislate on the 
basis of your full indemnity, thinking that it is sufficient to ay 
‘I have spoken,’ instead of providing a full demonstration. 
Accordingly, it appears that Basil has employed features of anti- 
rhetorical polemic against Eunomius, a polemic that his succes- 
sors Gregory of Nyssa and Theodore of Mopsuestia employed 
as well.!7! hous 
Therefore, because of its multiform polemics and juridical 
oratory, Basil's Against Eunomius is not a systematic work on 
Trinitarian theology, nor should it be interpreted as if it were. 
The structure of Basil’s treatise and the arrangement of topics 
is for the most part governed by the order of Eunomius’s Apol- 
ogy.” Basil’s scorn for Eunomius and the distortions inherent 
in his character assassination at times carry over to his theologi- 
cal refutations. Basil is more concerned with proving Eunomius 
wrong than with formulating a systematic account of how the 
Father and the Son are related. One can still recover a more 
or less consistent doctrine of the Trinity from Against Eunomius, 
even if it is not as seamless and integrated as a modern research- 
er would like. Doing so requires an analysis of the accuracy of 


168. Eun. 1.5. 

169. Ibid. 
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Basil’s various interpretations and refutations of Eunomius and 
how they connect with each other. 


Synopsis: The Major Arguments of Against Eunomius 


When one considers the contentious and unsystematic char- 
acter of this text, it is easy to assume that Basil simply talks past’ 
Eunomius, making counter-assertions rather than arguments. 
There is certainly some of that in this text. Indeed, when he de- 
nounces Eunomius’s ideas as insane and his arguments as based 
on false pretenses, Basil himself lends support to the notion 
that the opposition’s theology is so warped as to be incommen- 
surable with what Basil takes to be right thinking. 

And yet, this line of interpretation only goes so far. The two 
sides in this debate appeal to the same sources: both claim to 
base their views on scripture and common notions.! As Rich- 
ard Vaggione has noted, this claim is itself a rhetorical move 
that one should take with suspicion in that both portray them- 
selves as simply reporting the “obvious” teaching of the Bible 
and common sense.!”* Nonetheless, it indicates the profound 
areas of common ground in this debate. Eunomius and Basil 
share a scriptural vocabulary, interwoven with long-standing tra- 
ditions in Christian theology such as emphasizing (over against 
Gnostics and pagans) the idea that God is without origin or “un- 
begotten.” The debate between them is not about whether to 
use names like Father, Son, and Spirit, or whether to apply the 
term ‘God’ to Father and Son (as we will see, the case of the 
Spirit is trickier). The debate is primarily about how to divide 
up or, to switch metaphors, how to map the territory: it is about 
what is meant when God is said to be unbegotten or Father or 

good, not whether one should say these things in the first place. 
Therefore, the major themes and arguments of Against Ewno- 
mius are attempts on Basil’s part to redraw the map of the com- 
mon ground shared even with his opponent. 

An example can illustrate the “second-order” character of 
the debate (it is language about language). The substantive por 
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tion of Eunomius’s Apology opens with a brief and rather bland 
creedal statement, which Basil cites.!* Eunomius claims that this 
statement is the inerrant rule and criterion governing theologi- 
cal assertions. Accordingly, he claims that the more controversial 
theological claims are in keeping with this statement. Basil’s re- 
sponse is instructive: he does not oppose the content of the creed. 
Rather, he argues that it is illogical to hold that something is an 
inerrant criterion and that it needs correction or supplementa- 
tion. Of course, Basil’s interpretation is malicious. When Euno- 
mius fleshes out the bare bones of the creed with his theological 
proposals, he is not claiming to correct or supplement his mee 
rion, but merely to explicate it. Basil surely goes too far in a = 
ing Eunomius on this point. But he is not wrong to perceive that 
the debate is not about the words of the creed itself, but about 
how they are interpreted through additional, more controversial 
claims. The debate is not, then, a clash of creeds, but of interpre- 
tations of creeds (which are in turn assumed to be interpretations 
of scripture). Of course, Basil and Eunomius ultimately endorse 
different creeds, but we should not be distracted by viewing this 
as a debate about the famous catchwords like homoousios (“same 
in substance”) or homoiousios (“like in substance”) versus citi 
sios (“different in substance”). This would mistake the Te o 
Against Eunomius. Basil cites the profession of faith offered by Eu- 
nomius as in broad strokes acceptable to both of them. 
So how does Basil propose we interpret the complex terrain 
of scriptural and creedal language? It will be helpful first to give 
an overview of four fundamental themes in Basil’s response to 


Eunomius: 


(1) the role of human conceptualization in theology; asi 

(2) the distinction between positive and negative theologica 
go the distinction between names said in common of the 
Father and Son and names said specifically of each; and 

(4) the distinction between what is true of God in seand ani 
eternity and what God has done on behalf of humans whose 
perspective is inherently temporally structured. 
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After walking through each of these, we will be able to see how 
these general theological themes enable Basil to articulate a 
new understanding of the eternal origin or “begetting” of the 
Son and to reclaim key disputed passages in scripture—his fun- 
damental source—from Eunomius’s interpretation of them. We 
will also see that it is unclear how the Holy Spirit fits into Basil’s 
theological vision at this point in his career. 

First, according to Basil, we need to be'aware that some of the 
things we say about God are devised through a process called 
‘conceptualization’ (in Greek, epinoia) and that this is not nec- 
essarily a bad thing. This observation is in direct contradiction 
to Aetius and Eunomius, who argued that any theological idea 
devised via conceptualization must be false. Both sides agree on 
what it is to engage in conceptualization: it is subsequent re- 
flection on an initial concept. Basil cites the instance of grain. 
Everyone has the natural concept of grain. But this common 
notion can be broken down into a variety of concepts based on 
one’s perspective: “It is ‘fruit’ as the result of farming that has 
been completed, ‘seed’ as the beginning of farming to come, 
and ‘nourishment’ as what is suitable for the development of 
the body of the one who eats it.”!76 

The term ‘conceptualization’ comes to denote both the act 
of reflection and the concepts devised from it. When mytho- 
logical poets invented the conceptualization of the hippocen- 
taur, they did so by imaginatively combining the concepts of 
horse and human. Aetius’s and Eunomius’s worry is that using 
this kind of reflection in theology will necessarily yield fictions 
along the lines of the hippocentaur. They propose instead that 
we conform all our thinking about God to God’s real, essential 
attribute, which for them is unbegottenness. 

Basil has concerns with the word ‘unbegotten.’ It is not in 
scripture, and so it is better to stick with terms like ‘Father’ and 
‘Son,’ which have biblical pedigree and connote a mutual rela- 
tion.'” Moreover, if this is the definition of ‘God,’ then obvi- 
ously the only-begotten Son is not God, at least not in the same 
way the Unbegotten is. But, importantly, Basil does not deny 
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that God is unbegotten. For him, that would be like denying 
that the sun is the brightest heavenly body at high noon.” He 
does, however, reinterpret unbegottenness as a concept devised 
through human conceptualization, rather than as the essence 
of God.!” We do not state the definition of God’s substance, the 
logos tés ousias of God, when we say God is ‘unbegotten.’ This 
term is merely what we say when, reflecting on the life of God 
and casting our minds backwards, so to speak, we note that this 
life has no beginning. It makes sense within a temporal frame- 
work to deny that God’s life has a beginning and an end; such a 
denial serves a useful function in purifying our minds. But it is 
mistaken to claim that terms derived from time-bound perspec- 
tives state God’s very essence. Indeed, Basil famously claims in 
this text and elsewhere that humans cannot know what God is. 
‘Unbegotten’ merely tells us “what God is like”—not “what God 
js.’ 18° 

Moreover, ‘unbegotten’ only tells us what God is not, not 
what God is. This brings us to the second major theme in Basil’s 
theological cartography: the distinction of positive and negative 
theological terms. When we say God is unbegotten, we are sim: 
ply saying that God is not begotten; we are removing an inap- 
propriate concept from our thinking about God.” For Basil, 
we point to no positive state with this term. This contrasts again 
with Aetius and Eunomius, who argued that ‘unbegotten’ is not 
a privative term in meaning (that is, that the sense of it is not 
merely ‘not-begotten’), but indicates God’s substance. 

There are of course other negative terms besides ‘unbegot- 
ten’ (such as ‘invisible’), but not all adequate theological terms 
are negative. We call God ‘light,’ ‘good,’ ‘just,’ and sO forth. 
These terms function in a different way than the negative terms 
because positive terms do not simply remove inappropriate no- 
tions from our thinking but somehow give us positive content. 
There has been a great deal of debate over how to take these 
terms: are they all derived through conceptualization? Are they 
predicated of God’s substance or merely God’s activities (ener- 
geiai)? These debates must be left to the side for now, except 
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to note that Basil does predicate these positive terms of God’s 
substance in this text, saying that they indicate God’s “distin- 
guishing feature.”!® 

And that leads to the third theme, which is the division of 
things we say about God into those that are said in common of 
the Father and Son (leaving to the side the question of the Spirit) 
and those that apply uniquely to each. Again, Basil divides up the 
territory differently from Eunomius, who would deny that there 
are any terms said in common of the Unbegotten and the Be- 
gotten—let alone the Spirit—with the same signification. He argues 
that terms that scripture uses of both the Unbegotten and the 
Begotten, such as ‘light,’ mean different things in the two cases. 
Perhaps Basil’s single greatest contribution to Trinitarian theolo- 
gy in Against Eunomius is his argument that there are terms predi- 
cated of Father and Son in common and with the same sense.! 
These terms name what Basil calls “the commonality of the sub- 
stance,” and they are the same set of terms that, as mentioned 
above, name the “distinguishing feature” of God’s substance.!* 
So, when the Bible says that the Father dwells in unapproachable 
light (1 Tim 6.16), and that the Son is the true light (Jn 1.9), the 
term ‘light’ means the same thing in both instances. 


But Basil also holds that some terms refer just to the Son and | 


others just to the Father. For instance, the Son is ‘begotten’ and 
the Father ‘unbegotten.’ These terms name the “distinguishing 
marks” of the two.'® The language here can be confusing: Basil 
uses the same family of terms, all based on the adjective té:oc, 
for both what is unique to a common nature or substance and 
what is unique to each individual that shares that common na- 
ture. The first can be thought of along the lines of what Por- 
phyrian logic (drawing on Aristotle) called propria. These are 
features peculiar to a kind but which do not define the kind. 
So, for instance, laughing is peculiar to humans, but does not 
define the essence of humanity. In the same way, the divine 
power, goodness, light, and life are proper to the divine na- 
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ture. The second use of terms based on ié1o¢ can be thought of 
roughly along the lines of differentiating features. When Basil 
is speaking about unique features of the second kind in Against 
Eunomius, he even uses the standard philosophical examples of 
differentiae of the genus of “animal”: being winged or footed, 
aquatic or terrestrial, rational or irrational.’ These features 
distinguish various species within this genus. Of course, Father 
and Son are not species under a common genus. Nonetheless, 
the relation of differentiae to common features provides a use- 
ful model for thinking about the relation of the distinguishing 
marks of Father and Son to the properties they share in com- 
mon. Like all models, it is ultimately inadequate. But it does 
help us dimly see that there can be distinguishing marks that do 
not undermine unity of substance. 

Basil argues that only when we grasp simultaneously both the 
common and the distinguishing features do we begin to under- 
stand the Father and the Son. So the Father is best thought of 
as “unbegotten light,” while the Son is “begotten light.” As 
begotten light who qua light differs in no way from the Father, 
the Son is able to illumine human minds with the knowledge of 
the Father.'® 

We come now to our fourth theme, the distinction between 
those things we say of God that are not direct references to 
God’s provident and incarnate involvement in the temporal 
and material conditions of the world and those things we say 
of God that are. This is the sense of Basil’s distinction, which 
is less systematic in his works than in some of his interpreters, 
between things said in scripture “in the mode of theology” and 
those in which a biblical author “intimates the reasons of the 
economy.” It is important to be precise here: Basil neither up- 
holds two “phases” of God, nor does he distinguish between an 
economic and an immanent Trinity. As Lewis Ayres says, “Basil 
generally uses Qeodoyia of a mode of insight into the nature of 
God that comes as a result of an ability to see beyond material 
reality, or beyond the material-sounding phraseology of some 
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scriptural passages.”! So, for instance, when Scripture speaks 
of the Father “begetting” the Son, it is not referring to a tempo- 
ral event performed for our sakes; it is speaking “theologically.” 
But when Scripture speaks of Christ taking the form of a slave, 
being born, and being crucified, it is speaking “economically.” 

Basil uses this scheme to explain the different approaches of 
the four canonical evangelists. Whereas the authors of the syn- 
optic Gospels (Matthew, Mark, and Luke) focused on Christ’s 
origins “according to the flesh” and “approached the theology 
by going through the corporeal origins,” John began directly 
with the eternal origin of the Word from God. Since John 
_ “left behind all corporeal and temporal notions as lower than 

his theology, he surpasses the preaching of the preceding evan- 
gelists on account of the nobility of his knowledge.” With this 
move, Basil can separate the Gospel accounts of the Son’s ori- 
gins into the economic and the theological and can focus solely 
on the latter. John’s Gospel thus provides an entry-point into 
speaking of the Word’s origin in a way not bound to temporal 
or spatial sequences. This serves his purpose in arguing against 
Eunomius, though Basil never suggests that the synoptic Gos- 
pels, which narrate Christ’s origins “according to the flesh,” are 
less valuable in other regards or that John’s masterpiece has 
rendered them obsolete. 

The economy-theology distinction also helps Basil deal with 
Eunomius’s claim that, just as the Father’s essential title is ‘un- 
begotten,’ the Son’s essential titles include the terms ‘some- 
thing begotten’ (yévvnua) and ‘something made’ (noinua). The 
titles are not explicitly scriptural, though they could be drawn 
from a text like Acts 2.36: God has made him Lord and Christ, 
this Jesus whom you crucified. By a simple grammatical transfor- 
mation, one could move from “God made him” to calling him 
“something made.” But Basil counters by arguing that the Acts 
passage has nothing to do with “the subsistence of the Only- 
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Begotten before the ages” or with “the very substance of God 
the Word.” The text is not about “theology,” but rather “inti- 
mates the reasons of the economy.”!® In other words, the pas- 
sage is not spinning a metaphysical myth about the Word’s ori- 
gin from the Father, but is speaking about the rule and power 
of Jesus, which the Father has granted to him in time. 

If the begetting of the Son is outside of time and space, then 
the kind of subordination Eunomius argued for cannot stand. In 
the context of interpreting the key disputed passage Jn 14.28, in 
which Christ says, The Father is greater than I, Basil concedes that 
the Father is greater than the Son in the way a cause is greater 
than its effect. This kind of superiority, however, does not imply 
that the Father is greater at the level of substance. Nor is the 
Father greater in power, since, according to 1 Cor 1.24, Christ is 
the power of God. Basil envisions the Son as standing in a rela- 
tion of causal dependence upon the Father, but a relation that is 
outside of time and space and hence utterly incomprehensible 
to human minds.’ 

In closing, some comment is needed on the theology of 
the Holy Spirit, which appears principally in the third book 
of Against Eunomius. Just as Basil was prepared to speak of the 
Son as inferior gua caused by the Father, so too does he speak 
of the Spirit as lesser—or, more precisely, “third”—in dignity 
and rank than both Father and Son. But he does not believe 
that this ranking justifies speaking of the Spirit as belonging to 
a third nature “foreign” from the nature of the Father and the 
Son.” To the contrary, the Spirit, just like the Father and the 
Son, possesses holiness by nature, and not by participation and 
good deeds, as created, angelic powers possess holiness. It is un- 
clear, however, to what extent here Basil wishes to extend to the 
Spirit the logic of common terms said of the shared nature of 
the Father and the Son; later he explicitly does so.’ For Basil, 
the Holy Spirit’s goodness is clearly not a matter of acquiring a 
quality from some external source; goodness is simply who the 
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Spirit is. He does not specify how this relates to the Father and 
the Son, for whom the same can be said. 

Though the Spirit’s inherent goodness separates him from 
the created realm (Basil is indeed adamant to deny that the Spir- 
it is created through the Word), Basil’s vision of the role of the 
Spirit in the divine activity of creating nonetheless remains un- 
clear. He argues, through a reading of such texts as Ps 32.6, that 
the Spirit does not create, but perfects the created realm.!® And 
yet Basil enumerates several activities the Spirit does perform: 
adopting the faithful as sons of God, teaching them, distribut- 
ing spiritual gifts, scrutinizing the depths of God, giving new 
life to Christians in Christ, and making them the dwelling-place 
of God. He appeals to the practice of glorifying the Spirit and 
counting him along with Father and Son, particularly in the bap- 
tismal formula. So, in sum, the Spirit’s nature is in some sense 
divine. And yet the Spirit’s dignity and rank remain lesser than 
the Father’s and the Son’s, and the Spirit’s activities are distinct 
from theirs. There are many questions Basil admits he cannot 
answer about the Spirit or even about created phenomena. We 
can end our overview, then, with Basil’s own question: “So, then, 
why is it shocking that we are not ashamed to confess our igno- 
rance even in the case of the Holy Spirit, but we still render him 
the glorification for which there is undeniable testimony?””” 

Basil’s teaching on the Spirit continued to develop through- 
out his career. He later distanced himself from Eustathius of Se- 
basteia, who apparently continued to exclude the Spirit from 
the divine activity of creating.*” Yet Basil never went as far as 
his brother or Gregory of Nazianzus in opposing the “Pneu- 
matomachian” or “Spirit-fighting” followers of Eustathius and 
affirming the Spirit’s divinity and equal involvement in the ac- 
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unlike created rational beings—comprehends the substance of God. 

201. Eun. 3.6. 

202. This denial of the Spirit’s involvement in the activity of creating is cen- 
tral to the “Pneumatomachian” position that Gregory of Nyssa opposes in the 
early 380s in his work against followers of the then-deceased Eustathius. See 
Gregory’s works To Eustathius On the Holy Trinity (written to a different Eustathi- 
us) and Against the Macedonians On the Holy Spirit. 


INTRODUCTION 55 


tivities of the Father and the Son. Basil always retained some- 
thing of the reticence and sense of unfathomable mystery we 
see in the third book Against Eunomius. He also retained the 
conviction that one can go on glorifying the Father, Son, and 
Spirit, the divine mystery whom the worshiper only imperfectly 
knows.” l 


V. AN INQUIRY INTO BASIL’S SOURCES 


Scripture and Basil’s Exegesis of Scripture 


One of Basil’s primary sources in Against Eunomius is scrip- 
ture. His use of scripture includes explicit citations, verbal remi- 
niscences, and allusions. Like most theologians of his era, Basil 
develops his doctrine of God by reflecting upon and interpret- 
ing scripture. For Basil, good theology consists in explicating 
what scripture reveals about God and standing in silent ado- 
ration before the mystery of what it does not reveal. Scripture 
not only reveals the content of theology, but also instructs the 
theologian in how language operates.” Scripture dictates what 
the theologian can and cannot say. This is not to say that Basil 
did not approach the scriptures with metaphysical assumptions 
about God. He would have seen these assumptions confirmed 
by scripture. For Basil, scripture is the foundation and touch- 
stone for all theology. l 

Scripture for Basil meant of course the Septuagint transla- 
tion of the Hebrew Bible and the Greek New Testament. None- 
theless, he was aware of other translations of the Old Testament 
(both Greek and Syriac) and of textual variants in both the 
Old and the New Testament.” Sometimes he preferred one 
alternative over the other if it suited his purposes, otherwise, 
he found meaning in both.”® Only the Gospel of Matthew in 
Basil has been subjected to a detailed text-critical study and was 
found to be the earliest known witness to the Byzantine text- 


203. See Ep. 234- 
204. See Rousseau 113-14. 
205. Other Greek translations: Eun. 1.20, 37-44; Ps. 59.43 Ps. 32.5. Syriac 
translations: Hex. 9.6. Textual variants: Eun. 2.19; Hex. 4.5; Ps. 28.1, 
906. See Hildebrand 112-14 for more details. 
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the utmost respect to each word of scripture because it is noth- 
ing less than a word of the Spirit. 

At the same time, in Against Eunomius Basil appears to ac- 
knowledge degrees of inspiration. He recognizes that the scrip- 
tures are not merely words about God that are inspired by the 
Spirit, but that the Son speaks for himself in the scriptures.”? 
Such passages have extraordinary importance for Basil. He also 
places Paul and John in a special category of particularly in- 
spired authors.” In Basil’s understanding of inspiration there 
remains an unresolved tension between the Spirit's authorship 
and the role of the human authors.22! Nonetheless, because 
Basil believed that the scriptures were inspired, they were for 
him the authoritative and true “divine scripture,”"™ “divine or- 
acles,”?? or “divine word,”*** the basis for all Christian theologi- 
cal reflection and knowledge of God. For him the Bible is “the 
rule of life, it is the standard of faith and morals, it is the source 
of doctrine. It constitutes the supreme regula in all spheres.”*” 

Basil’s hermeneutical assumptions and exegetical methodol- 
ogy in Against Eunomius have not been the subject of detailed 
study. It cannot simply be assumed that he subscribed to Ori- 
gen’s principles of exegesis, statements of which constitute 
the bulk of the texts compiled in the Origenian florilegium, 
the Philocalia. Basil may owe to Origen his belief that proper 
exegesis can occur only within the context of an ascetic way 
of life, which ensures the necessary attention for reading and 
interpreting scripture.” And he certainly believes that inter- 
pretation demands the assistance of the Spirit.” But these atti- 


21g. Examples from Book 1: Eun. 1.17 and 1.18. 

220. Eun. 1.12 (Paul); Eun. 2.15; Hom. 16.1 (John). 

221. Tieck, “Basil of Caesarea,” g8-101 provides insufficient evidence for 
his claim that “Basil leaves no doubt that he conceives of the inspired authors as 
being in full possession of their judgment and faculties. The illapse of the Spirit 
does not displace their individuality and independence” (100). 

222. See Eun. 2.8. 223. See Eun. 1.6 and 2.8. 

224. See Eun. 1.7 and 2.2. 22m, Tjeck, “Basil of Caesarea,” 127-28. 

226. Peter W. Martens, “Interpreting Attentively: The Ascetic Character of 
Biblical Exegesis according to Origen and Basil of Caesarea,” Origeniana octava 

(Leuven: Leuven University Press, 2003), 2.1115-21. 
' gm. Tieck, “Basil of Caesarea,” 101~5. 
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tudes are hardly unique to Basil. Most studies of Basil’s exegesis 
concentrate on other writings in his corpus and focus on the 
dichotomy between historical and allegorical methods, or An- 
tiochene and Alexandrian schools of exegesis, viewing Basil as 
a kind of proto-Antiochene who anticipates modern scientific 
exegesis.” But such categories make no sense of Basil’s exege- 
sis in Against Eunomius. Stephen Hildebrand has attempted an 
alternative approach of identifying “scriptural centers”—par- 
ticular sets of passages or scriptural ideas used to interpret oth- 
ers—in Against Eunomius as well as On the Holy Spirit. Useful 
investigations of Basil’s exegesis have appeared in recent Italian 
scholarship, which take Against Eunomius into account.” None- 
theless, a thoroughgoing study of Basil’s exegesis in Against Eu- 
. nomius remains a scholarly desideratum. Here we mention three 
brief points about Basil’s exegetical assumptions and methodol- 
ogy in Against Eunomius. 

First, Basil believes in the unity of the scriptures. In other 
words, the Old and New Testaments narrate a single story of sal- 
vation history that begins with creation and culminates in Jesus 
Christ. But such an assumption is hardly unique to Basil and can 
be found in most church fathers. Nonetheless, it means that, 
for Basil, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are revealed in both 
the Old and New Testaments. A few examples suffice to demon- 
strate this. Ps 109.3 (From the womb before the daybreak I have begot- 
ten you) is as important for understanding the Son as Jn 1.1 (In 
the beginning was the Word) is: the former speaks of his begetting, 


228. Hugo Weiss, Die grossen Kappadocier Basilius, Gregor von Nazianz und Gregor 
von Nyssa als Exegeten (Braunsberg: A.Martens, 1872); Tieck, “Basil of Caesar- 
ea,” 157-78; Richard Lim, “The Politics of Interpretation in Basil of Caesarea’s 
Hexaemeron,” Vigiliae Christianae 44 (1990): 351-70; Hildebrand 122-39. For 
further bibliography, see Charles Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis 
(Leiden and Boston: Brill, 2006), 740-47. 

229. Hildebrand 160-72 and 178-87. 

230. Mieczysław Celestyn Paczkowski, Esegesi, teologia e mistica. Il prologo di 
Giovanni nelle opere di S. Basilio Magno (Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 
1995), and Mario Girardi, Basilio di Cesarea interprete della Scrittura. Lessico, prin- 
cipi ermeneutici, prassi (Bari: Edipuglia, 1998). The former incorporates Eun. in 
its study of Basil's exegesis of Jn 1.1—18; the latter comments on Basil’s exegesis 
of Prv 8.22 in Eun. 
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the latter of his eternity! In addition, following an exegetical 
tradition already ancient in Basil's day, he interprets the Old 
Testament theophanies as appearances of the Only-Begotten.™ 
Furthermore, Basil cites Ps 32.6 (By the Word of the Lord the heav- 
ens were made firm, and by the Spirit of his mouth all their power) as a 
statement about the creative activities of the Son and the Spirit.” ` 

Second, Basil takes part in exegetical traditions. The Trinitar- 
ian controversies of the fourth century, whatever else they may 
have been, were at their core debates over the correct exegesis 
of scripture. Adherents of the various theological trajectories col- 
lected scriptural passages that were thought useful for arguing 
their position, and it was incumbent upon their opponents to re- 
fute their interpretations.“ Some of these exegetical traditions 
preceded the fourth century; others emerged in the early part of 
it. Basil is a participant in both the older and the more recent tra- 
ditions. His indebtedness to the former is seen, for example, in 
his interpretation of the Old Testament theophanies (mentioned 
above); his awareness of the latter is detected in his interpreta- 
tion of disputed texts such as Acts 2.36% and Prv 8.22." 

Third, Basil continually applies scriptural passages to Euno- 
mius himself and his fellow Heteroousians. This sort of inter- 
pretation sees the scriptures as prefigurations or predictions of 
his opponents, their activities, and their attitudes. For example, 
when Basil rebukes the Heteroousians for disbelieving what was 
beyond their own powers of reasoning, he says: 


Why did the nations become futile and their senseless heart darkened [Rom 
1.21]? Wasn't it because they followed only what was apparent to 
their reasoning and refused to believe the proclamation of the Spirit? 
Whom does Isaiah mourn for as lost? Woe to those who are wise in their 
own eyes and smart in their own sight! [Is 5.21] How can it not be men 
such as these???” 


231. Eun. 2.17. 232. Eun. 2.18. 

233. Eun. 3.4. l 

234. Vaggione, 383-95, collects theologically significant passages of scrip- 
ture used by non-Nicenes. 

235. Eun. 2.2-3. 

236. Eun. 2.20, See Mark DelCogtiano, “Basil of Caesarea on Proverbs 8.22 
and the Sources of Pro-Nicene Theology,” JTS n.s. 59 (2008): 183-90. 

297. Eun. 2.24. 
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According to Basil, the Heteroousians are like the “nations” 
about whom Paul spoke; they are those upon whom Isaiah pro- 
nounced woe. In another good example, Basil chides Eunomius 
for basing himself on Aristotle instead of scripture: 


To prove that he speaks not on the basis of the Spirit’s teaching, but 
according to the wisdom of the rulers of this age [1 Cor 2.6], it is enough 
that we quote a psalm verse against him: Transgressors told me garrulous 
tales, but it is not as your Law, Lord [Ps 118.85 LXX]. Realizing that his 
statement is not based on the teachings of our Lord Jesus Christ, it suf 


fices to recall that saying of his: Whenever he tells a lie, he speaks on his own 
authority [Jn 8.44]. 


Both the psalmist and Paul predicted the non-scriptural method- 
ology of the Heteroousians. Basil even goes so far as to compare 
Eunomius (implicitly) to the devil, who is the subject of Jn 8.44 
in its original context. Such a use of scripture is polemically and 
rhetorically effective because it situates the controversy between 
Basil and Eunomius within the biblical world, within the cosmic 
conflict between God and the powers of evil that culminates in 
the passion, death, and resurrection of Christ. Basil paints his 


dispute with Eunomius as but another instance of the oppres- . 


sion of the holy by ungodly men, so often lamented in scrip- 
ture. The scriptures are actualized and realized before Basil’s 
eyes in the person, activities, and opinions of Eunomius and the 
Heteroousians. 


Ecclesiastical Authors 


In Against Eunomius, Basi] does not name his ecclesiastical in- 
fluences. Therefore, tracing his sources is 2 matter of identify- 
ing parallels between him and earlier authors and determining 
the likelihood of Basil’s usage of them. Building upon the work 
of earlier scholars, we have detected Basil’s use of Origen, Euse- 
bius of Caesarea, Athanasius of Alexandria, and the Homoiou- 
sians Basil of Ancyra and George of Laodicea. As this list shows, 
the sources of Basil’s theology in Against Eunomius are eclectic. 

In contrast to his practice vis-a-vis the sources of his own 
theology, Basil does name several notorious heretics when he 


238. Eun, 1.9. 
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finds connections between their views and Eunomius’s. He spe- 
cifically likens Eunomius to Mani, Marcion, and Montanus.*8° 
Such passages are merely polemical and designed to insinuate 
that Eunomius is nothing more than a disciple of such impi- 
ous heretics. Nonetheless, they reveal Basil’s familiarity with the 
church’s anti-heretical literature. In addition, Basil identifies a 
vague creed cited by Eunomius as that which Arius presented to 
Alexander.” Yet the creed is not found in any of Arius’s extant 
writings or fragments. Nor does Basil display much knowledge 
of Arius’s theology itself, though perhaps he alludes to Arius’s 
infamous jingle: “He was not before he came to be.™”® Basil is 
also well aware of Aetius’s influence upon Eunomius and possi- 
bly alludes to his work, the Syntagmation, in one passage.” 


Origen In his survey of Origen’s influence upon Basil in 
Against Eunomius, Bernard Sesbotié makes two general points.2# 
First, Basil uses Origen quite selectively and prudently because 
theology had developed significantly in the century that sepa- 
rated Origen and Basil. Second, it is difficult to establish precise 
textual reminiscences between the two authors. In most cases, it 
is impossible to determine whether Basil draws upon Origen di- 
rectly or through intermediate sources. The following ideas list- 
ed by Sesboté and found in Against Eunomius are broadly Ori- 
genian: the Creator can be known through his creatures,” the 
Son as image of God reveals the Father,” the eternal begetting 
of the Son, the necessity of a purified understanding of divine 
begetting,”"” and the unity of angelic nature despite differences 
in ranks.**8 With the exception of the last of these, all these Ori- 
genian themes are found in many theologians between Origen 
and Basil and thus could have come to Basil through intermedi- 
ate channels. 
In other cases, however, we can discern Basil’s direct use of 
Origen, particularly in Basil's understanding of conceptualization 


239. Eun, 2.8 and 2.34. 240. Eun. 1.4. 

241. Bun. 2.14. 242. Eun. 1.1 and 2.22. 

243. SC 299.65-74- 244. Bun. 1.12, 1.14, and 2.32. 
245. Bun. 1.18, 1.26, and 3.1. 246. Eun. 2.14~17. 


247. Eun, 2.22-24. 248, Eun, 3.1. 
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(epinoia). Basil affirms the positive role of conceptualization in 
theology in response to Eunomius’s denigration of it.“According 
to Basil, conceptualization allows real knowledge of objects, es- 
pecially simple objects, without comprehension of their essence. 
Like Origen, he views the conceptualizations of Christ as naming 
the ways in which Christ acts toward and relates to humanity; they 
do not reveal Christ’s substance. Origen and Basil interpret 
names for Christ like ‘light’ and ‘bread’ similarly, but differ over 
‘vine.’?>? Basil, however, adapts Origen considerably. While Ori- 
gen identifies the scriptural names for Christ with the conceptu- 
alizations of Christ, Basil uses the scriptural names for Christ and 
God to derive conceptualizations about them. For example, ac- 
cording to Basil ‘unbegotten’ is a conceptualization derived from 
the scriptural designation of God as ‘life,’22 Scriptural terms are 
productive of conceptualizations; they themselves do not refer to 
them. Hence Basil’s appeal to Origen’s positive use of conceptu- 
alization is, at least in part, polemical, an attempt to situate his 
doctrine fully within longstanding ecclesiastical traditions against 
the innovations of Eunomius. 

There are several more examples of Basil’s use of Origen: the 
argument for the eternity of God’s Fatherhood based on the fact 
that the goodness and blessedness of God require it; the use of 

Jn 1.1—and specifically the verb ‘was,’ as in In the beginning was 
the Word—to argue for the eternity of the Word; the praise of 
John as the most profound of the evangelists based on an exami- 
nation of the opening lines of all four gospels; and the inter- 
pretation of a Jacuna in Eph 1.1 found in some manuscripts.” 
Even in these four examples, Basil shows himself to be well 
versed in Origen’s writings and able to weave arguments and in- 
terpretations of his theological forebear seamlessly into his own. 


249. Bun. 1.6~11. Basil's understanding of conceptualization is discussed in 
more detail on pp. 48-49 and 68-70. 

250. See especially Princ. 1.2.1, 1.2.13; Jo. 1.52-57, 1.118-28, and 1.153-57- 

251. Eun. 1.7. ‘Light’: Jo. 1.158-80, 1.267, 2.133-70. ‘Bread’: Jo. 1.130-31, 
1,205-8, 6.223, 10.99-101. ‘Vine’: Jo. 1.130-31, 1,205-8. 
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Eusebius of Caesarea The influence of Eusebius upon Basil has 
attracted little, if any, scholarly attention. But in Against Euno- 
mius we have detected a striking example of Basil’s use of Euse- 
bius in his interpretation of Prv 8.22. The interpretation of this 
verse was one of the most fecund sites of theological reflection 
and debate in the course of the Trinitarian controversies. Vari- 
ous members of the Eusebian alliance based their claim that the 
Son could be called a ‘creature’ on this verse, as Eunomius did 
as well. But Eusebius is conspicuous among his fellow Eusebians 
for generally avoiding calling the Son a ‘creature’ and rejecting 
this interpretation of Prv 8.22. In refuting Eunomius’s interpre- 
tation of this verse, Basil draws upon Eusebius of Caesarea, not 
upon Athanasius as one might have expected.” Basil advances 
three separate arguments against calling the Son a ‘creature’ 
by appeal to Prv 8.22: (1) when the teaching of a scriptural ka- 
pax legomenon contradicts the predominate teaching of the rest 
of scripture, it should be ignored; (2) because of the genre of 
Proverbs, no interpretation of a verse from this book can be 
convincing; and (3) the Greek phrasing is an incorrect transla- 
tion of the Hebrew. Basil adopts the first and third points directly 
from Eusebius’s Ecclesiastical Theology.** When citing Gn 4.1 as 
part of his argument, Basil even misattributes the verse, as Eu- 
sebius did, to a masculine speaker (Adam) when in fact it is Eve 
who speaks it.” The fact that Basil has so closely followed Euse- 
bius in his interpretation of Prv 8.22 should prompt us to reassess 
more widely the influence of Eusebius on Basil. 


Athanasius Recent scholarship has increasingly contested the 
traditional assumption that Athanasius was a major influence 
upon Basil.? We concur with this assessment. Basil’s reliance 


257. Eun. 2.20. 

258. E. th. 1.10.2, 3.2.15, and 3.2.21~23. See Mark DelCogliano, “Basil of 
Caesarea on Proverbs 8:22 and the Sources of Pro-Nicene Theology,” JTS n.s. 
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upon Athanasius needs to be demonstrated rather than as- 
sumed. One of the difficulties in assessing Athanasius’s influ- 
ence upon Basil is that Basil draws heavily upon the Homoiou- 
sians, who in turn drew heavily upon Athanasius. Indeed, it 
is easier to demonstrate ideas that Basil does not derive from 
Athanasius than to prove that Basil did in fact borrow from 
Athanasius. We have noted above that Basil preferred Euse- 
bius’s approach to Prv 8.22, completely ignoring Athanasius’s 
interpretation. In addition, Marina Silvia Troiano has argued 
that the third book of Against Eunomius, which is devoted to the 
Holy Spirit, bears no trace of influence from Athanasius’s Letters 
to Serapion.” ® 

Nonetheless, we have detected one instance of Basil’s direct 
use of Athanasius. Basil draws upon Athanasius’s interpretation 
of Acts 2.36, a verse cited by the early Eusebians and Eunomius 
as the basis for calling the Son ‘something made.’ Like Athana- 
sius, Basil claims that the text does not refer to the substance of 
the eternal Son, but to the incarnate Christ.” Hence, though 
Athanasius’s influence upon Basil is no longer held to be axi- 
omatic, there is some evidence for Basil’s knowledge of Athana- 
sius’s writings and undoubtedly more to be found. 


The Homoiousians: Basil of Ancyra and George of Laodicea The in- 
fluence of the Homoiousians upon Basil of Caesarea has long 
been recognized, although subject to misunderstanding. The 
connection between them was initially made in the course of 
debates over the meaning of the Nicene homoousios. As men- 
tioned above, traditionally the Cappadocians were thought to 
have rooted their theology in Athanasius. Reacting against this, 
the nineteenth-century scholars Theodor Zahn and Friedrich 
Loofs placed a wedge between Athanasius and the Cappado- 
clans, arguing that they understood homoousios differently. 
Building upon their work, Adolf von Harnack argued that the 
“neo-Nicene” position of the Cappadocians amounted to a re- 


261. Marina Silvia Troiano, “Il Contra Eunomium III di Basilio di Cesarea e le 
Epistolae ad Serapionem I-IV di Atanasio di Alessandria: nota comparativa,” Au- 
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jection of the “old-Nicene” position of Athanasius in favor of 
Homoiousianism, which in its turn was a modified form of Ari- 
anism. Harnack provocatively stated that the church’s official 
doctrine of the Trinity, as understood in the 380s, owed more to 
Basil of Ancyra than to either Athanasius or Basil of Caesarea.”” 
The Harnack thesis has continued to be debated in scholarship 
to the present day, and scholarship shaped by Harnack’s cate- 
gories has portrayed Basil as more or less making a choice be- 
tween Athanasian and Homoiousian positions. This approach 
is flawed, however, not least of all because of its inaccurate as- 
sessment of Homoiousian theology and its view of Cappadocian 
theology as a unity. 

In reaction to Harnack and other nineteenth-century cur- 
rents, Jaakko Gummerus took a more nuanced, though lesser 
known, approach to the question. He argued that Cappadocian 
theology did not simply restate Athanasius but modified the Alex- 
andrian bishop along Homoiousian lines.** Taking Gummerus’s 
thesis as his starting point, Jeffrey Steenson, in an unpublished 
dissertation, explored Homoiousian theology in relation to both 
Athanasius and Basil of Caesarea’s Against Eunomius. He con- 
cluded that the Homoiousians are greatly indebted to Athana- 
sius, and Basil to the Homoiousians. We concur with Steenson’s 
general assessment. Basil is influenced by the Homoiousians in 
significant ways but not beholden to all features of their thought. 
Furthermore, while Basil engaged Athanasius directly, the Atha- 
nasian tradition is for the most part mediated to him through 
the modifications of the Homoiousians. 

An introduction is not the place to conduct a detailed analysis 
of the relations between Basil of Caesarea and the Homoiousians 
because of the complicated methodology that it demands. It re- 
quires distinguishing between Basil’s direct use of Athanasius, his 
mediated use of Athanasius through Homoiousians, his direct 


263. Adolf Harnack, History of Dogma, translated from the 3d German ed. by 
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264. Jaakko Gummerus, Die homéusianische Pariei bis zum Tode des Konstantius 
(Leipzig: Helsingfors, 1900). , 

265. Jeffrey N. Steenson, “Basil of Ancyra and the Course of Nicene Ortho- 
doxy” (DPhil. diss., Oxford University, 1983). 


66 INTRODUCTION 


use of the Homoiousians, and his use of sources common to him 
and.Homoiousians. Though Steenson has posited thirteen areas 
of theological connection between Basil and the Homoiousians 
he focuses only on similarities between Basil and the Homoiou- 
. sians and sidesteps more complicated source-critical issues.” De- 
spite the usefulness of Steenson’s contribution, a detailed anal- 
ysis of the relation between Basil’s thought in Against Eunomius 
and Homoiousian theology remains a scholarly desideratum. 
Nonetheless, we offer a few areas in which Basil’s direct de- 
pendence on the Homoiousians seems likely. First, the names 
ay and ‘Son’ give rise primarily to notions; that is, they 
o not reveal substance as the Heteroousians had taught.” 
Similarly, Basil’s understanding of ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as rela- 
tive terms—a fairly widespread position—seems more indebt- 
ed to the Homoiousians than anyone else.” Basil’s argument 
against ‘Unbegotten’ and in favor of ‘Father’ has a Homoiou- 
sian provenance even though the Homoiousians themselves 
drew upon Athanasius for this argument.”° This is a classic ex- 
ample of the Homoiousian modification of Athanasius. Athana- 
sius had advanced three distinct arguments preferring ‘Father’ 
to ‘Unbegotten’ as names: (1) scriptural usage, (2) the ambigu- 
ous meaning of ‘unbegotten,’ and (3) the greater accuracy of 
correlatives ‘Father-Son’ than ‘Unbegotten-Begotten.’”” Basil 
of Caesarea adopts George of Laodicea’s three arguments: “Un- 
begotten’ (1) is unscriptural, (2) lacks the comprehensiveness 
of ‘Father,’ and (3) is not a relative term. Both Basil of Cae- 
sarea and George rejected two of Athanasius’s three arguments, 
declining to view ‘Unbegotten-Begotten’ as relative terms and 
‘Unbegotten’ as ambiguous. Basil even cites some of George’s 
scriptural testimonies for ‘Father’ and ‘Son.’””' Future research 


should reveal further points of contact between Basil and the 
Homoiousians. 


266. Steenson, “Basil of Ancyra,” 313-31. 

267. Eun. 2.4, 2.9-10, 2.28-29; Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.1-3. 

268. Eun. 2.9; Epiphanius, Pan. 73.3.4-5 and 73.19.3~4. 

269. Eun. 1.5; Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.5-6, 73.19.1-3, and 73.20.1-2. 
270. Athanasius, Ar. 1.30-34; Decr. 28-31; Syn. 46-47. 

271. Eun. 2.7; Epiphanius, Pan. 73.20.3~4. 
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Philosophical Authors 


When asking about Basil’s debt to non-Christian philosophi- 
cal traditions in Against Eunomius, an initial distinction must be 
made. On the one hand, Basil explicitly refers to philosophers, 
their texts, or their ideas. He does this rarely in the three books, 
and while these explicit references reveal Basil’s acquaintance 
with philosophy, they tell us little about his use of it. Moreover, 
these references to philosophy in this treatise are uniformly 
hostile, intended to link Eunomius with modes of thinking for- 
eign to unperverted biblical faith.2”2 Accordingly, Basil accuses 
the Heteroousians of relying on the syllogistic methods of Aris- 
totle and Chrysippus to prove a point that is perfectly obvious, 
namely, that the God who is without origin is unbegotten.”” Lat- 
er in the treatise, he shows that Eunomius’s notion of privation 
is dependent on Aristotle’s Categories, referring to the treatise by 
name and summarizing its account of privation.?” 

These are the only explicit references to philosophical tradi- 
tions in the three books Against Eunomius, and they give us ex- 
actly the impression Basil wishes to convey: that non-Christian 
philosophy has influenced only one participant in the debate, 
namely, Eunomius, in any significant way. But, on the other 
hand, Basil cannot but be influenced by the traditions he knows 
quite well. Indeed, in his later treatise On Faith, which was ad- 
dressed to a sympathetic monastic audience, he admits—in a 
likely reference to the books Against Eunomius—that 


while I was compelled to fight the heresies that arose from time to 
time, I thought it appropriate to the specific nature of the impiety 
sown by the Devil that J should check or confute if I could the blasphe- 
mies which were brought forward [by the opposing side]—and in this 
I was imitating my predecessors—by arguments gleaned from various 
sources as the need of those weak in faith required; and in many cases 
these were not written, yet were not out of harmony with sound Scrip- 
tural teaching?” 


272. For another example in Basil's rhetoric of the incompatibility of serip- 
ture and philosophy, see Ps. 32-7 (PG 29.34143-b4). 

273. Eun. 1.5. 

274. Eun. 1.9. 

275. Basil, Fid., trans. Sr. M. Monica Wagner, C.S.C., St. Basil: Ascetical Works, 
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Basil does not tell us exactly which arguments he has in mind, 
or what his sources were in developing these arguments. Still, 
this statement certainly justifies us in looking for the influence 
of philosophical concepts within Against Eunomius, even where 
they are not explicitly attributed. The following paragraphs sur- 
vey philosophical influence in four areas of Basil’s thinking: his 
defense of conceptualization (énivoia), his understanding of sub- 
stance, his theory of the semantics of names, and his refutation 
of Eunomius’s definition of time. 

Basil’s dependence upon philosophy is perhaps easiest to as- 
certain in the first area. In Against Eunomius 1.6, he appeals to 
the way in which “conceptualization” is defined in “customary 
usage of language” (ovvn@eia) or “common usage” (Kotviy xph- 
ais). Basil is clearly less interested in ordinary layman’s language 
than in reflective philosophical usage of the term “conceptual- 
ization,” though not necessarily in any single school’s account of 
the term. Basil believes that Eunomius is careless in his denunci- 
ation of “conceptualization” since he never clearly defines it and 
the way he uses it runs afoul of how it is used both in “common 
usage” (that is, philosophy) and in the tradition of interpreting 
the Christian scriptures. 

In spelling out what “conceptualization” means in common 
usage, Basil focuses on the phrase “through conceptualization 
alone” (émtvoiga povn), which was quite common in late ancient 
philosophy. The phrase was used most frequently in connection 
with two ideas: (1) to be divisible and (2) to exist. Let us take 
the two in turn. As for (1), something can be divisible in reality 
or merely in thought; if the latter, then it is divisible “through 
conceptualization alone.” For instance, every body has resis- 
tance and color. In fact, no body can continue being a body 
without these, and so they are naturally inseparable from it. 
One can, however, mentally separate these qualities from the 
body and reflect upon them on their own. Hence, the body can 


FOTC g (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of America Press, 1962), 58. 
“Not written down” means “not mentioned explicitly in scripture”: Emmanuel 
Amand de Mendieta, The ‘Unwritten’ and ‘Secret’ Apostolic Traditions in the Theologi- 
cal Thought of St. Basil of Caesarea, Scottish Journal of Theology Occasional Papers, 
no. 13 (Edinburgh: Oliver and Boyd, 1965), 17-21. 
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be subdivided or dissolved into such qualities “through concep- 
tualization alone.” The appearance of this phrase together with 
verbs of division or distinction is quite common in the third- 
century Aristotelian Alexander of Aphrodisias,’ and appears 
in Platonists like Plotinus?” and Dexippus®® and the fourth- 
century Aristotelian Themistius.?” In all such cases, the phrase 
is used, as it is by Basil, to point out that even naturally insepa- 
rable items or properties can be distinguished mentally. 

As for (2), Basil does not speak, as philosophical tradition had 
done, of items existing “through conceptualization alone.” But he 
does speak of similar cases, referring to the items under question 
as being “considered by conceptualization” (kar ènivorav 8ewpnrá). 
This includes imaginary beings such as centaurs, but it also in- 
cludes diverse perspectives on the concept of a real item. He 
gives as examples the ideas of “fruit” and “seed” as perspectives 
on the basic notion of “grain.” When Basil says that all these, 
the imaginary creatures of mythology and the uses of grain, are 
“considered by conceptualization,” he means that they are all 
mind-dependent; that is, they depend for their existence on 
creative human reasoning. While one cannot identify a single 
source for Basil’s usage, there are many parallels in philosophi- 
cal texts. For instance, at the beginning of his introduction to 
Aristotelian logic, the Isagoge, the Neoplatonist philosopher 


Porphyry refers to the nominalist position that universals (that 


is, genera and species) “depend upon bare conceptualizations 
alone.”° Often, existing “by conceptualization” and “in real- 
ity” are contrasted—the latter being specified with words like 
hyparxis, hypostasis, and energeia.”*! 


276. In Metaph. 661, 6; 683, 1-2 Hayduck; de An, 6, 20 Bruns. 

277. Enn. 6.2.3.23; cf. 6.3.7.8 and 2.9.1.40ff. 

278. In Cat. 26, 6; 50, 13ff.; 59, 33 Busse. 

279. In Ph. 125, 31 Schenkl. 

280. Porphyry, Intr. 1 Busse; trans. Jonathan Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 3 [altered]; see Barnes's helpful com- 
ments on conceptualization at pp. 40-43. Cf. Alexander of Aphrodisias, in 
Metaph. 483, 27; 636, 20; 677, 2; 792, 20 Hayduck. 

281. See Philo Judaeus, Migr. 192; Sextus Empiricus, M. 8.453; Origen, 


Fragmenta in evangelium Joannis, ed. E.Preuschen, Origenes Werke, vol. 4, GCS 10 
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In sum, to say that some idea depends upon conceptualiza- 
tion did not necessarily mean that it is false, but merely that it 
is an idea dependent on human reasoning. Basil has drawn on 
the philosophical koine of his day, rather than on any particular 
school’s doctrine, for his positive assessment of conceptualiza- 
tion within theology. 

In Against Eunomius Basil also subtly draws upon non-Christian 
thought in his use of the language of “substance” (ousia, hyposta- 
sis, and hypokeimenon). This language is of obvious importance 
given its controversial status in the Trinitarian debates. But what 
does it mean? It has been claimed that Basil’s understanding of 
substance is fundamentally and exclusively Stoic, but here again 
we see far greater complexity in the way Basil handles philosophi- 
cal traditions than such a source-hypothesis would allow.?! The 
“Stoic” interpretation of Basil is based largely on Basil’s equation 
of “substance” (odoia) with “material substrate” (td bAuKOv no- 
Keltevov) twice in Against Eunomius.® The Stoics used the lat- 
ter phrase to denote both the first and the second categories or 
genera of their metaphysics: unqualified matter and commonly- 
qualified material objects.”** That is, they used the phrase when 
describing objects simply as lumps of matter without specifica- 
tion or as lumps of a certain kind of matter—for instance, clay. A 

jar qua material substrate is a bit of matter or a bit of clay. 

According to Reinhard Hübner, the principal proponent of 
the “Stoic” interpretation of Against Eunomius, Basil intends read- 
ers to think of the shared properties of the Father and the Son 
along the lines of Stoic material substrate, simply stripped of the 


Vitae philosophorum 7.135; Themistius, in Ph. 125, 31; 157, 17-18; 162, 25-26 
Schenkl. 
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matter. For Hübner, Basil is intentionally rejecting the generic ac- 
count of shared properties found in the broadly Aristotelian tra- 
dition that includes much of late ancient Platonism. This tradi- 
tion accounted for shared properties among members of a kind 
by invoking an immaterial genus or species. When Basil uses the 
phrase “material substrate” in Against Eunomius, however, it is un- 
clear whether he intends his readers to think of Stoic metaphysics 
as a suitable tool for describing the relation of the Son to the Fa- 
ther. In both passages where the phrase occurs, Basil is speaking 
of human beings. In one, the “material substrate” of the biblical 
character Adam is supposed to provide the answer to the ques- 
tion “What is he?” The other instance of “material substrate” is 
ambiguous, referring either to the particular man Peter or to the 
common human nature. Finally, thinking of material substrate 
as one of the senses of “substance” is not at all foreign to Aristotle 
or late ancient Platonism.’ The assumption that the mere ap- 
pearance of the phrase is meant to signal Stoicism is question- 
begging. 

Basil also invokes language drawn from the Aristotelian and 
Platonist tradition in explicating his notion of common sub- 
stance. First, he speaks of something’s substance as answering 
the question “What is it?” In Aristotle and the tradition of in- 
terpreting him, an object’s genus or species was the uniquely 
appropriate answer to this question.**”’ “What is Socrates?”—the 
best answers would be “a human being” or “an animal.” More- 
over, Basil uses Aristotelian language in speaking of a “formula 
of being” (Adyos tod siva) or “formula of substance” (Adyog TÅG 
ovaiac) as the content of one’s response to the question “What 
is it?”288 Basil believes that the “formula of substance” is identical 
for the Son and the Father, which accounts for their “common- 
ality of substance.” Finally, when Basil attempts to explain the 


285. Eun. 2.4. For discussion, see Paul Kalligas, “Basil of Caesarea on the 
Semantics of Proper Names,” in Katerina lerodiakonou, ed., Byzantine Philosophy 
and its Ancient Sources (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2002), 31-48. 

286. See, e.g., Aristotle, Metaph. 8.1, 1042a26-b8. , 

287. On the “question test,” see Jonathan Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction, 65, 
85-92. 

288. See, e.g., Aristotle, Cat. 1a2ff. 
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“distinguishing marks” (iSipata), which account for the dis- 
tinctness of the Father and the Son without undermining their 
shared formula of substance, he invokes the properties that 
had been discussed in the Platonist and Aristotelian tradition 
as the exemplary differentiae of the genus of “animal”: being 
winged or footed, aquatic or terrestrial, rational or irrational. 
So there is much of the broadly Aristotelian notion of substance 
in Against Eunomius. But just as it would be wrong to see Basil as 
simply reproducing Stoic metaphysics in his Trinitarian theol- 
ogy, we must beware of a similarly reductionist account of Ba- 
sil’s Aristotelianism. Basil has appropriated language that could 
be used in both traditions for his own purposes and with little 
regard for fidelity to either tradition. 

Basil also discusses the semantics of proper, relative, and ab- 
solute names.” He develops a unique theory of proper names 
that reflects an eclectic and heavily adaptive use of earlier phil- 
osophical theories concerning what differentiates individuals 
and what information proper names communicate about the 
individuals that bear them. He advances this theory for the sole 
purpose of refuting Eunomius’s theory of names. According 
to Basil, proper names reveal, not substance as his opponent 
claimed, but an individual’s distinctive features (ifiótnteç).”®? 
An individual’s name brings to mind a concurrence of distinc- 
tive features that enables one to distinguish that individual from 
others. Basil’s “bundle theory of individuals” has precedents in 
Platonist sources. While Porphyry viewed individuals as both 
constituted and identified by distinctive characteristics, Basil 
maintained that individuals were only recognized by means of 
them.” Thus it is highly unlikely that Basil was influenced by 
the Stoic theory of the proper name, wherein a proper name 
communicates the single peculiar quality that defines the indi- 


290. Eun. 2.28. Plato, Sph. 220a-222b, Ti. 3ge—40; Aristotle, Cat, 1b18~19, 
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vidual.*** His theory of proper names is crucial for his under- 
standing of what ‘Father’ and ‘Son,’ which Basil treats as proper 
names, mean when applied to God. 

Basil also writes about relative and absolute terms, another 
perennial topic of philosophers.” Once again, he formulates 
his theories to undermine Eunomius’s theory of names. Rein- 
forcing the point he made concerning proper names, he teach- 
es that relative terms—like ‘father’ and ‘son’™—do not com- 
municate substance, but rather distinctive features, namely, a 
relative property. In other words, each term entails the other. 
‘Son’ implies ‘father’ and vice versa. Nor do absolute terms— 
like ‘horse’ and ‘ox’—communicate substance, even though 
these terms might seem to indicate substances. Rather, they dis- 
close distinctive features much like Porphyrian propria.” Basil’s 
understanding of relative terms is ultimately indebted to Stoic- 
inspired grammatical discussions rather than Aristotelian sourc- 
es.? At the same time there was by Basil’s day a long Christian 
tradition of viewing ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ as relative terms. Basil’s 
own theory of relative terms has much in common with that of 
the Homoiousians.** 

The final major passage we shall discuss in which philosophi- 
cal concepts have surreptitiously shaped the argument of Against 
Eunomius is the explication of time in Book One. At 1.19, Basil 
quotes Eunomius’s definition of time as “a certain kind of mo- 
tion of the stars.” For present purposes, there is no need to ex- 
amine the context of this claim, merely its philosophical pedi- 
gree and the nature of Basil’s response. Eunomius’s definition of 
time closely parallels one given in the fourth-century Commentary 
on Job attributed to a Julian whose precise identity is unknown, 


294. Paul Kalligas, “Basil of Caesarea on the Semantics of Proper Names,” 
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the contents of which reflect a Heteroousian theology. Julian 
says that “time is a certain kind of motion of the stars going 
along with the sun and the moon” and explicitly attributes this 
view, which he obviously endorses, to Plato.” 

The definition does not appear verbatim in Plato. Nonethe- 
less, it faithfully reflects one of three major interpretations of 
the account of time found in Plato’s Timaeus. According to this 
“astral interpretation,” time begins with the formation of the 
world, since time is closely identified with the motion of the 
stars, which in some sense cause time. Critics of this reading of 
the Timaeus noted that Plato speaks of a kind of disorderly time 
before the world’s formation, that is, before the orderly time 
governed by the stars’ regular motions. Moreover, Aristotle had 
criticized the identification of time with motion. Even if time 
measures motion, the two are not identical. 

Basil draws on this tradition of criticizing the idea that the 
stars cause time and that their motion is identical with time 
in Against Eunomius 1.21. He asks how this could be, since the 
heavenly bodies are not said to be created until the fourth day: 
how could there be time before their creation if they are re- 
sponsible for time? Moreover, Basil argues that motion is not 
identical with time, since time measures motion. He offers his 
own definition of time as “the extension coextensive with the 
existence of the cosmos.” He specifies the interrelation of mo- 
tion and time: it is not that the stars’ (or anything else’s) mo- 
tion causes time, but that “all motion is measured in time.” In 
defining time as “extension” (ôtáotnua), Basil links himself with 
Middle Platonic authors like Philo Judaeus and Alcinous, who 
themselves drew on an eclectic mix of sources including the 
~ Stoics.* In spelling out the interrelation of time and motion as 
he does, Basil is remarkably similar not only to Middle Platonic 
tradition but also to his contemporary, the Aristotelian Themis- 
tius, who was himself influenced by Platonism.*™ 


299. Julian, Commentary on Job 38.7, ed. Dieter Hagedorn, Der Hiobkommen- 
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Perhaps what is most interesting, however, is not identifying 
exactly which philosophical position Basil held on time, but 
how he responds to Eunomius’s definition. He does not point 
out that Eunomius’s notion is beholden to Plato and leave it at 
that. In fact, he does not mention any source at all. Rather, he 
engages in the same kind of philosophical refutation of the “as- 
tral interpretation” of the Timaeus that he has encountered in 
the philosophical tradition without explicitly linking his project 
with this tradition. 

This brief survey does not exhaust the subject of philosophi- 
cal influence in Against Eunomius.*? But it suffices, we hope, to 
delineate in broad strokes how philosophy has influenced the 
treatise. Without question, many of the important passages in- 
voke philosophically significant terms, and it is crucial for the 
interpreter to ask which sense(s) of these terms Basil has in 
mind. Yet answering this question involves more than a simple 
source-critical appeal. It is not merely that Basil’s philosophical 
lexicon is too diverse for this. It is also that he has transformed 
the doxographical heritage for his own purposes. His refutation 
of Eunomius is, at least at times, a philosophical exercise in its 
own right, rather than merely a report on previous thinkers. 


VI. A.GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL VOCABULARY 
IN AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


àyevvnoia, tò dyévvntov: &vapxoc: without beginning, 
unbegottenness without origin 

a&yévyntoc: unbegotten åàvópowog: unlike 

didioc: eternal avopototnc: unlikeness 

aidioTn¢: eternity anapadAaxtos: 

aitia: cause indistinguishable 

altiov: cause ATApAArAAAKTWS: 

alov: age indistinguishably 

aiwvioc: everlasting àpxh: beginning, origin 


302. See, e.g., his account of the proper objects of the five senses at Eun, 1.12, 
which owes something to Aristotle’s De anima 2.6-11 or commentaries or hand- 


books summarizing it. Also see his rejection at Eun. 2.17 of the classical etymology 


that derives the term ‘age’ (aid) from ‘always existing’ (aei einai), found in both 
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davyKpttoc: incomparable 
aovvGetoc: incomposite 
axpovoc: non-temporal 
axpovwc: non-temporally 
yevvaw: to beget 


yévynua: something begotten 


yévynolc: begetting 
yevvntoc: begotten 
Snutovpynpa: created work 
Snploupydc: creator 


ôidoTNua: interval, extension 


dbvapic: power 

évavtioc: contrary, opposite 

évépyeta: activity 

ëvvora: notion 

énivoia: conceptualization 

Qeótng: divinity 

id16ty¢: distinctive feature 

iSiwpa: distinguishing mark 

KOlvoc: common 

Kolvwvia: communion 

Ktiolc: creation 

Ktiopa: creature 

peičwv: greater than 

AOyos tod civar: formula of 
being 


AOyos Tis OvGiac: formula of 
substance 

Movoyevijs: Only-Begotten 

oiketotns: affinity 

oikeiwoic: affinity 

oikovopia: economy 

6potos: like 

dpuotdtn¢: likeness 

Svopia: name 

ovoia: substance 

moinva: thing made 

moutis: maker 

mpocayopevu: to designate 

npoonyopia: designation 

otépnotc: privation 


_ ovvaidioc: co-eternal 


OvyKpLoIG: comparison 
oxéoic: relation 


tatic: order, rank 


bnoxeipevov: substrate, 

subject, referent 
bmdotacic: subsistence 
ovog: nature 
xapaktip: character 
xpóvog: time 


Vil. A NOTE ON THE TEXT AND TRANSLATION 


Our translation is based on the critical edition of the text 
established by Bernard Sesboŭé and his collaborators Georges- 
Matthieu de Durand and Louis Doutreleau for Sources Chré- 
tiennes in 1982-1983. We have also had recourse to the Mau- 


Aristotle, Cael. 1.9 (279a27-28), and Plotinus, En. 3.7.4, 43 (cf. 3.7.6), 32-33, 
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rist edition by Julien Garnier, which was first published in 1721 
and reprinted by J.-P.Migne in his Patrologia graeca.*" In rare 
cases we diverge from Sesboué’s text, preferring the readings 
of the manuscripts or Garnier. We note these departures in the 
footnotes. In our translation we have at times been assisted by 
both Garnier’s Latin translation and Sesbowé’s French transla- 
tion. Ours is the first complete translation to appear in English. 

In the “Note to the Reader” that precedes his translation of 
Porphyry’s Isagoge, Jonathan Barnes writes: “My translation pur- 
ports to be written in English. It also purports to be faithful to 
the Greek—that is to say, to convey in English all and only what 
Porphyry conveyed in Greek. These two commonplace ambi- 
tions are, as every translator knows, mutual enemies... .”°% 
Barnes’ words well express our own experience. Basil’s Against 
Eunomius is in content a treatise of technical theology and in 
form a rhetorical tour de force. It is not easy reading. At times 
Basil is obscure. In our translation we have attempted to ren- 
der Basil as clearly as possible in English without making him 
clearer than he is in Greek. At the same time we have tried to 
capture Basil’s nuanced explanations, his theological distinc- 
tions, his polemical tone, and the sarcasm with which he treats 
Eunomius and his ideas. 

In our translation we have aimed to satisfy two distinct audi- 
ences at opposite ends of the reading spectrum. The first is the 
reader without knowledge of Greek who reads our translation 
without recourse to the original. The second is the reader who 
knows Greek and reads our translation while constantly com- 
paring it to the original. For our first reader, we strived to pro- 
duce English prose that is understandable, idiomatic, and felici- 
tous. We have added explanatory footnotes to help when Basil 
is murky. For our second reader, we endeavored not to stray 
into paraphrase so that the words and phrases of our transla- 
tion could be matched with the Greek on which they are based. 
Even though our second reader may not always agree with our 
choices, we believe that he or she will understand them. We 
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hope that the combination of these principles satisfies readers 
at both ends of the spectrum as well as the majority who fall 
somewhere between these two extremes. 

A few words on the style and format of our translation are 
necessary. While the division of the treatise into three books 
goes back to Basil himself, the subdivision into numbered sec- 
tions stems at least from Garnier’s edition and was adopted by 

Sesboŭé. In our translation these are signaled by a number with- 
in square brackets, for example [2.4], which indicates Book 2, 
section 4. Sesboué further divided the numbered sections into 
unnumbered paragraphs. Our translation also subdivides each 
numbered section into unnumbered paragraphs, but not always 
in accordance with Sesbové’s divisions. Our paragraphing aims 
to follow modern English practice. 

Italics are used in the translation for scriptural citations or 
reminiscences; these are always followed by the scriptural ref- 
erence in square brackets, for example, [Jn 1.1]. References 
to scriptural allusions are given in the footnotes. Note that the 
Psalms are referenced according to the Septuagint version. On 
rare occasions italics are used for emphasis or for other purposes 
explained in the footnotes. In a few places words are inserted in 
square brackets to improve the sense. Double quotation marks 
(“,”) signal a non-scriptural citation; long citations appear as 
block text without quotation marks. Since Basil’s treatise is so 
concerned with terminology, inverted commas (‘,’) are used to 
signal when he is talking about a linguistic term as opposed to 
the thing or concept to which the term refers. For Basil, there is 
a difference between Father and ‘Father.’ 


AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


From our holy father Basil, Archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
the refutation of the Apology of the impious Eunomius 


BOOK ONE 


JİF ALL THOSE UPON WHOM the name of our God and 
Savior Jesus Christ had been invoked had preferred 
not to tamper with the truth of the gospel and to con- 
tent themselves with the tradition of the apostles and the sim- 
plicity of the faith,’ there would be no need for our present trea- 
tise. Instead, we would have maintained even now the complete 
silence we have honored from the beginning. But the enemy of 
truth ceaselessly proliferates evil, adding to the weeds he sowed 
in the church of God at the beginning.’ Finding at present in- 
struments for executing his entire scheme’ all at once, he intro- 
duces on the pretext of Christianity the denial of the divinity of 
the Only-Begotten. With this empty external wisdom‘ he disturbs 
what is pure and simple in the teaching of the divine Spirit and 
misleads the innocent through the use of plausible arguments.° 
So, on account of Your Charity, who enjoins us to do this, and 


1. Gr. ý amd dTH¢ TH¢ Miotews. See also Ep. 258.2 and Fid. 1. Similarly, tò anhobdv 
tig miotews at Hex. 1.10 and Eun. 1.4. 

2. See Mt 19.25. 3. Gr. téxvn. 

4. That is, external to ecclesial teaching. , 

5. See Col 2.4. Note that “the use of plausible arguments” (m@avodoyia) 
lacks the rigor and certitude of “logical demonstration” (anddeikic). 

6. “Your Charity” is a title of politeness, found often in Basil's letters and usu- 
ally employed to address bishops (e.g., Ep. 47); see Agnes C. Way, The Language 
and Style of the Letters of St. Basil (Washington, DC: The Catholic University of 
America Press, 1927), 161. The recipient of the treatise is probably Eustathius 
of Sebasteia, and it probably took its initial form as stenographic notes taken 
when Basil dictated objections to Eunomius when Eustathius was preparing for 
the council of Lampsacus in 364 (see Introduction, p. 33 above). 
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for the sake of our own well-being,’ it is necessary for us to ac- 
cept the responsibility of allying ourselves with the truth and re- 
futing this falsehood. Giving no heed to our weakness for this 
task and although we are altogether untrained in such a form of 
speaking, we undertake this task insofar as the Lord apportions 
knowledge to us.° In our opinion, we will not fail to attain at least 
one of three goods. Our refutation will either remedy the evil 
for those already taken in by it or provide an adequate safeguard 
for the healthy. Failing that, we ourselves will earn the reward for 
offering our brothers the best things.° 

As far as I can tell, the first one who dared to declare openly 
and teach that the only-begotten Son was unlike the God and Fa- 
ther in substance was Aetius the Syrian. I will not mention in what 
sort of customs he was reared from the beginning of his life and 
how, when he grew up, he intruded perniciously into the church- 
es of God, lest I seem to focus on abusing him and appear to ne- 
glect the refutations.'® But the one who has taken up the impiety 
and brought it to perfection is Eunomius the Galatian."! He has 
acquired for himself a notoriety of the most shameful sort—for 
it says their glory is in their shame [Phil 3.9]—preferring the infamy 
of writing things that no one else ever dared to say rather than 
the goods reserved for the pious. In this brilliant handbook” he 


7. On Basil’s “well-being,” see n. g below. 

8. See Mt 7.2; Mk 4.24; Lk 6.38. 

9. Interestingly, both Basil and Eunomius (see Apol. 1, esp. 4-5 and 13-14) 
justify their treatises as being for the good of both themselves and others. A few 
lines above, Basil speaks of his own “well-being” (td dogahéc) and Eunomius 
speaks of the “well-being” (aogdAeta) of others when they enumerate their rea- 
sons for writing. Sesboŭé (SC 299.143 n. 4) attributes this parallel to a similar 
formation in the laws and themes of rhetoric. 

10. Basil may have known about the early life of Aetius from a letter by 
George of Laodicea (d. 359) that was later used by Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 1.37. 

11. Eunomius was actually a Cappadocian like Basil, from the town of Olti- 
seris in the extreme northwest of the province near the border of Galatia. Vag- 
gione surmises that Basil’s tagging of Eunomius as a “Galatian” is an instance of 
Cappadocian chauvinism (Vaggione 2). Van Dam suggests that Basil was trying 
to keep Cappadocia free from the stain of Eunomius's heresy (Becoming Chris- 
tians, 29), Eunomius complained of the epithet, but Gregory of Nyssa defended 
it (Eun. 1.105). 

12. Here Basil adopts a mocking, sarcastic tone toward Eunomius, a tone 
which continues throughout the treatise. 
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was roused to publicize the blasphemy so long spoken under his 
breath,” striving with all his might to be proclaimed the pioneer 
and the patron of the entire heresy. Therefore, he is the one we 
propose to set straight in the present work. But since there is a 
single evil in the pair, it is clear that if we refute the fully-trained 
disciple’ we also refute along with him his teacher, the sower of 
the seeds of the impiety. May it be possible for us through your 
prayers to receive such a great power for argument that, like the 
zealot Phinehas, we can strike down both of them—this pair in- 
tertwined with one another in impiety—with the single stroke of 
refutation.'® 

So, then, even though I have plenty of material to demon- 
strate in this treatise that Eunomius is lying, stupid, wanton, 
dissembling, and blasphemous, I will consider mentioning all 
these as secondary and focus on the blasphemy he has uttered 
regarding the grandeur of the glory of the Only-Begotten. After 
I have revealed the devices he uses to conceal his scheme, I will 
attempt to make his blasphemy as clear as day for all. 

[1.2] So now I will proceed to the refutations, beginning 
with the very title of his work. He contrived the first of all his 
tricks to be the very genre he gives to his arguments, in that he 
organizes his teaching in the form of an apology. He does this 
to avoid the appearance of intentionally giving an exposition 
of the doctrines of his impiety and to give the impression of 
coming to these arguments out of necessity. By any means what- 
soever he wanted to circulate this evil and godless proclamation 


-and bring into public view the blasphemy which he long ago 


conceived and gave birth to. Yet he realized that if he openly sat 
in the teacher’s chair, besides being most vulgar and distasteful 
to his audience, he would still remain unconvincing and sus- 
pect to many on the grounds that he had come to innovate out 
of a desire for glory. But if he puts these arguments of his in 
the form of an apology, he escapes the suspicion of innovation. 
Instead, his audience is somewhat drawn to him, as by nature 
all human beings are accustomed out of kindness to side with 
those at a disadvantage. This is why he alleges that he has accus- 


13. Lit., “under his teeth.” 14. That is, Aetius and Eunomius. 
15. See Lk 6.40. 16. See Nm 25.7-8. 
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ers and denouncers, and lays the blame for his treatise on them. 
_ There is no better way of making his scheme plain to all than 
by listening to the prologue of his text. This is what it says: 


We know that denouncing and slandering people because of a loose 
tongue and a senseless mind is the business of knaves and squabblers. 
Yet when deemed wicked out of slander, attempting with all zeal to 
ward off the falsehood with refutations is the task of discreet men and 


those who by means of their own prudence place a high value on the 
well-being of the many.!” 


So, then, the form of the treatise is such as would come from 
someone who acts neither straightforwardly nor without dis- 
honest intent. For he obscures the suspect character of his in- 
novation under the cloak of an apology and seeks favor from 
his audience, making it seem as if he came to make these argu- 
ments under the compulsion of being slandered. 

Yet his deceptive tactic of employing apology is refuted be- 
cause the drama of his apology is staged without any characters, 
as he cannot name the accuser against whose charge he makes 
a pretense of fighting. It is not on account of magnanimity that 
he refrains from mentioning his harassers by name. If this were 
the case, how could he cudgel his opponents with such abuse? 
Rather, suspecting that his falsehood would become manifest, 
he is ashamed to name definite persons as his accusers. If he 
had been able to name anyone, he certainly would have spoken 
up and stated who they were. Even if doing this would not have 
allowed him to give free rein to his own anger, at least he would 
have provided for “the well-being of the many”’—those for whom 
he proclaims to have such great care. After all, a concealed wick- 
edness is more damaging than one revealed. Hence if we had 
known who his denouncers were, we would have easily escaped 
“their loose tongues and senseless minds”—yes, I will use the 
very words of that wisest of men. 

Since he has maintained silence until the present (whatever 
his reason may have been), it is now time for him to be inter- 
rogated. It is now time for him to answer some questions. Who 
are the accusers that compelled him to make an apology by first 


17. Eunomius, Apol. 1.1~5 (EW 34). 
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slandering him? From what part of the world do they come? 
Who are the judges before whom he brought his case? In what 
court of justice did he enter this document? At what place on 
earth or sea did it convene? Indeed, what would he say? At Seleu- 
cia?® But those convicted there were convicted by their silence. 
For they did not appear in court when the assembly summoned 
them time and again to inquire into the charges they had made 
against some of its members. They were promptly condemned 
on these grounds.!* My explanation is equally applicable to the 
entire group:” due to their communion with impiety they were 


` cut off from the church as a diseased limb is amputated from a 


healthy body. Perhaps at Constantinople?” But at that council 
there was no need for either an apology or a discourse. For after 
winning over to their side the imperial courtiers and the rest of 
the most influential figures, they dealt with the council’s agen- 
da from a position of great superiority. They themselves were 
the accusers, the judges, the executioners, and everything what- 
soever they wanted to be. Some bishops they deposed. Others 
they installed in their place. They threatened the lives of others. 
They divided up the cities among themselves, making the most 
of their great power. One of them who had been ousted from 
the cities of Syria seized control of Constantinople to tyrannize 
it? That unconquerable and clever writer with whom we are 


18. The Council of Seleucia was held in September 359; see Introduction, 
pp- 30-31. There is no evidence that Eunomius was present at Seleucia. Aetius, 
however, was present with Eudoxius either during or shortly after the council. 
see Philostorgius, k.e. 4.11, with Kopecek 202-5 and 225-27 and the corrective 
of Vaggione 223 n. 140. 

19. Acacius of Caesarea and his supporters had accused Cyril of Jerusalem 
and other deposed bishops of various crimes. When the council decided to re- 
view the depositions and to hear the accusations as a kind of court of appeal, 
Acacius and his supporters refused to attend and were themselves summarily 
deposed. 

20. Basil means all the supporters of Acacius, not all the bishops at the 
council. . 

21. The Council of Constantinople met in January 360; see Introduction, 
pp. 9-11 and 31-32. For Basil’s view of the council, see his Epp. 9.3 and 53.2. 
Eunomius first delivered his Apology here; see EW 5-9 and Vaggione 226-27. 

22. Basil is here referring to Eudoxius, bishop of Antioch since 358, who was 
‘made bishop of Constantinople at the council, replacing the deposed Macedo- 
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concerned carried off Cyzicus as the prize of his impiety.” The 
church of Sardis was presented to Theosebius after his refuta- 
tions in defense of the unutterable blasphemies.*™ I pass over in 
silence Bithynia, Pamphlagonia, Cilicia, and all the lands upon 
which this evil, swirling all around, encroached. So, then, at 
that time was there still anything to be gained by making some 
sort of apology? I think it was impossible for a gain to be made 
by him presenting one: he is intentionally lying. Hence it is tru- 
est of all that he devised the form of the treatise for the purpose 
of deceit. So much for this subject.” 

Advancing a little, let’s look at what he writes. Before refut- 
ing his impiety, it would perhaps not be useless to give a few 
indications of how conceited he is. 


[1.3] Above all I implore you, both my current audience and those 
who will read this work later: do not attempt to distinguish truth from 
falsehood by numbers, associating what is better with the majority par- 
ty; do not cloud your judgment by focusing on positions of dignity; do 


not close your ears to those who come after by giving more attention to . 


the contingent of those who have gone before.” 


What are you saying? That we should not give more attention 
to those who have gone before? That we should not respect the 
multitude of those who are currently Christians and those who 
have been Christians from the time when the gospel was first 
proclaimed? That we should not consider the honor of those 
enlightened with manifold spiritual gifts? You have indeed in- 
augurated this road of impiety as an act of hatred and hostility 
against people such as these! Or should each of us do this: shut 


nius. He had “been ousted from the cities of Syria” soon after becoming bishop 
of Antioch when Basil of Ancyra convinced Constantius to expel him, but he 
was rehabilitated at the Council of Seleucia, 

23. Eunomius, still a deacon, replaced the deposed Eleusius of Cyzicus; see 
Sozomen, h.e. 4.25. Aetius met the opposite fate: he was banished. 

24. From Sozomen, #.e. 4.24, we learn that Heortasius, bishop of Sardis, was 
deposed at the Council of Constantinople on the grounds that he had been 
ordained without the sanction of the bishops of Lydia, but Sozomen does not 
record his replacement, for which Basil is our sole source. 

25. Gr. kal tabta èv sic tocodtov. This is one of Basil’s usual phrases for sig- 
naling the completion of one section and the beginning of another. 

26. Eunomius, Apol. 2.1-6 (EW 36). 
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the eyes of our soul once and for all, banish from our mind the 
memory of every saint, and then each of us take his own heart, 
now empty and swept-clean [Mt 12.44; Lk 11.25], and hand it 
over to your misleading and sophistical arguments? You would 
indeed have obtained great authority, if it turned out that by 
a word of command you obtained what the devil could not at- 
tain by his various wiles [Eph 6.11]! Furthermore, if we were 
persuaded by you, we would have to judge the tradition that 
has prevailed in every time past due to so many saints as of less 
worth than your impious fabrication.” In addition, he is not 
only satisfied with snatching away the thoughts of his current 
audience, but he also expects those who will later read his trea- 
tise to hold the same opinion. What arrogance! He thinks that 
his treatise will endure for posterity and that his memory will be 
cherished as immortal for all time to come! 

And then, a little further on, he adopts an affected tone be- 
fore his audience, pretending that he does not care at all about 
selfconceit. It is thus that he speaks to the judges in his imag- 
ined drama and dares to say the following: 


In addition, do not judge us harshly, if we do not care about self- 
conceit and fear, seeing that we value indemnity in the world to come 
more highly than present favor or security, and we deem the punish- 
ments determined for the impious a cause for more fear than any earth- 
ly misery or temporal death, and so we expound the truth stripped of 
every covering. 


Could any arrogance be more excessive than this? Could any ar- 
rogance surpass this bombast? He compounds his dissimulation 
by being insolent toward his judges. For he implies that what 
is good displeases them, making them scarcely able to refrain 
from harshly judging someone who does not care about stub- 
bornness and selfconceit, who values indemnity in the world 
to come more highly than security in the present, and who 
deems punishment hereafter a cause for more fear than tempo- 
ral death. But this amounts to: “Why do you judge me harshly, 


27. Gr. énivota. For the dispute over this term, see Eun. 1,6-11. Since Eu- 
nomius argues against epinoia, there is some irony here in Basil accusing Euno- 
mius of having one. 

28. Eunomius, Apol. 3.1-5 (EW 36). 
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gentlemen of the jury? For I have ascended to the very pinnacle 
of virtue, transcended earthly matters, and transferred my en- 
tire way of life to heaven!” Who has ever heard such arrogance! 
With the very words he uses to pretend that he does not care 
about self-conceit he exalts himself to the height of pride. For if 
he is claiming that his actions merit forgiveness on the grounds 
that he is merely observing the chief points of the gospel way of 
life, he is letting himself be portrayed as the kind of man appro- 
priately numbered among those who act rightly. So, then, such 
statements give clues to his overall purpose. Though we have 
passed over many of them in silence, enough has been said for 
us to recognize that when he lies, it is the father of lies [Jn 8.44] 
who speaks in him and to ascertain from his arrogance the one 
with whom he is condemned. For the Apostle plainly says that 
whoever is swollen with pride falls into the condemnation of the devil [1 
Tm 3.6]. At long last, then, let us pass to the refutations of the 
impiety. 

[1.4] First, he sets out a faith composed of simple and unde- 
fined terms that even some of the fathers used. They did not con- 
cern themselves with the questions suggested by the terms, but 
spoke in this way imprecisely for themselves” in their simplicity 
of heart. And even if it is said that Arius proposed this faith to 
Alexander in order to deceive him (for this is what is claimed), 
Eunomius nonetheless proposes this faith as if it agrees with his 
own opinion. He does this for two reasons: (1) that he might es- 
cape the suspicion of innovation by accepting the faith of the fa- 
thers as being correct, and (2) that all who place their trust in the 
simplicity of these terms might unexpectedly fall into the snares 
of his sophisms. But at the same time he also knows that he can 
introduce his opinion in an attractive manner by expounding the 


29. Gr. tg’ gavtdv. The sense of this phrase seems to be that each father who 
used such “simple and undefined terms” spoke informally and privately, intend- 
ing neither theological precision nor public, binding statements, but rather 
“off the cuff or “off the record” comments, as it were. Thus their statements 
were not authoritative “for others.” See Rousseau 118-19. Garnier suggests (PG 
29.509d) that the phrase means “sponte naturae, hoc est, primo mentis impetu, 
id quod agitur quasi non cogitantes,” but translates it as a seipsis. Sesboŭé appar- 
ently follows Garnier: “selon leur premier mouvement.” 
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very words of the fathers, and especially that he can be impious 
without it being noticed. Therefore, even if he were to be detect- 
ed, he would appear to be blameless seeing that he has said noth- 
ing of his own or on his own authority, but was expounding the 
ideas of someone else. Yet in doing this he did not notice that he 
actually makes an utter fool of himself. For after he showered so 
much praise upon the faith, a little further on, he in turn heaped 
upon it the most shameful reproaches. 

To make my point clearer, I will examine his text by dividing 
it into sections. Let’s first consider the faith he puts forward, by 
citing his very words: 

Having already set forth the pious tradition, which has prevailed from 


the beginning and has come down from the fathers, as a kind of norm 
and rule, let us use this precise criterion for judging what is said.” 


To these words he adds the faith which goes as follows: 


We believe in one God, the almighty Father, from whom are all things [1 
Cor 8.6], and in one only-begotten Son of God, God the Word, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, through whom are all things [1 Cor 8.6], and in one 
Holy Spirit, the Paraclete.” 


Then immediately he adds: 


‘This, then, is the faith that is simpler and common to all who are con- 
cerned with either appearing to be or actually being Christians, so that 
one can say the more important points in a summary.” 


A little later on we will talk about the contradictions in his state- 
ments and how they battle shamelessly against each other. But 
first let us remember that he is the one who in his above-men- 
tioned words promised us so pompously “to expound the truth 
stripped of every covering.” Now somewhere it is written: “We 
believe that unbegottenness is the substance of the God of the 
universe,” or “We believe that the Only-Begotten is unlike the 
Father in substance.”*? Such is what he would have written if he 


30. Eunomius, Apol. 4.6-9 (EW 36-38). 
31. Eunomius, Apol. 5.1-5 (EW 38). 
32. Eunomius, Apol. 6.1-3 (EW 38). l 
33. Here Basil is summarizing what he thinks are the two main theses of the 
_Heteroousian doctrine advanced by Aetius in his Syntagmation; see L. R. Wick- 
ham, “The Syntagmation of Aetius the Anomean,” JTS n.s. 19 (1968): 532-69. 
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had kept his promise and not obscured his ideas with a veil of 
deceit. I think everything he says is part of his plot. On the one 
hand, he keeps silent about his own ideas lest he make himself 
unconvincing and hard to accept by actually presenting them 
to untrained ears. On the other hand, he puts forward the faith 
of the fathers as a defense. Because this faith contains ambigu- 
ous words, it will not be an obstacle to the argument of his own 
treatise and will easily lend itself to having its meaning changed 
by him, under the guise of explaining it, to whatever he wants. 

The truth of this is evident from the fact that as soon as he 
has set forth the faith of the fathers, he immediately rushes into 
its interpretation on some other pretext, [namely,] that it is 
insufficient for the resolution of the accusation made against 
him. Why, then, did you bother to cite this faith rather than di- 
rectly advancing to those precise statements which would have 
cleared you of the accusations? Instead he offers this faith as an 
inerrant criterion, then in turn corrects it as if it were unsound. 
Now everyone can recognize that he is wrapping the simplicity 
of this faith around his ideas like bait around a fish-hook that 
drags its catch to death. And so, when the less experienced run 
after the appearance of good, they are caught off-guard and 
hooked by the evil of impiety. Wanting to avoid the appearance 
of attempting, without being compelled, to correct the faith 
which he himself extolled with extravagant praise, it is as if he 
forgot his own words. Look at how he ridicules it: “This, then, is 
the faith that is simpler and common to all who are concerned 
with either appearing to be or actually being Christians, so that 
one can say the more important points in a summary.” 

Tell me: is the pious tradition of the fathers, the rule (as you 
yourself have called it), the norm, and the inerrant criterion, 
now to be designated in turn an instrument of deceit, a scheme 
of pretense, and things such as these? If it is not such a thing, 
then what else ought we understand it as? For it does not apply 
to those who are really Christians, but to those who place more 
value on seeming to be rather than actually being Christians! 
Who, then——unless he is completely crazy!—would claim that 
the rule of correctness applies to those whose souls are per- 
verted? That the norm of truth applies to enemies of the truth? 
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After all, those who place more value on being called Christians 
rather than truly being Christians, who don this false mask to 
deceive the many, are far from all correctness and truth. So, 
then, as the Preacher says, neither will what is perverted be made 
correct [Eccl 1.15], nor will the criteria of the truth apply to 
those who have chosen falsehood during their life, as Eunomius 
thinks it will. 

[1.5] For the reasons I just mentioned he has been led into 
such blatant contradictions. In some statements he praises the 
faith so that he might seem to be in a communion of piety with 
the fathers. In other statements he in turn finds fault with it 
so that he might sneak open for himself a way to his own in- 
terpretation. This is why he asserts that the faith is both a rule 
and stands in need of something more precise to supplement 
it. But this assertion will be a sign of the utmost stupidity if any- 
one would like to analyze it. For, surely, O wisest of men, the 
rule and the norm, as long as they do not fall short of being 
the rule and the norm, do not need any supplementation for 
their precision. Additions are made, after all, when something 
is missing. But if the rule and the norm should be imperfect, 
there would be no justification for designating them as such. So 
much for this subject. 

But now let us examine for ourselves the arguments that Eu- 
nomius sets out concerning God: 


Therefore, it is in accordance with both the natural notion™ and the 
teaching of the fathers that we have confessed that God is one and that 


34. In Stoic and Epicurean epistemology, a “common notion” (Kotvt) Evvola) 
or a “natural notion” (qvoud Evvota) is any ordinary, naturally well-founded 
concept that is available to the mind as a “preconception” (npoAnyis) : A pre- 
conception is the innate concept of a thing that makes discussion, investigation, 
and understanding of it possible. Preconceptions are the necessary foundations 
and principles of all further knowledge that arises from rational inquiry. For 
ancient testimonies, see Cicero, ND 2.43 and Acad, 2.30; Diogenes Laertius 
7.54; Epictetus, Disc. 1.22; and Sextus Empiricus, M. 8.331a~332a. According 
to Michael Frede, common notions “provide us with an antecedent general un- 
derstanding or grasp of the things which as rational beings we perceive and 
think about, and which even in perceiving them we represent in terms of these 
conceptions” (“Stoic epistemology,” in K. Algra et al., eds., The Cambridge History 
of Hellenistic Philosophy [Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 


1999], 295-322, at 319). 


92 ST. BASIL 


he did not come into existence either from himself or from another. 
Each of these alternatives, you see, is equally impossible, since accord- 
ing to truth the maker must pre-exist what comes into existence, and 
what is made must be secondary to the maker. A thing cannot be prior 
or posterior to itself, and no other thing can be prior to God. If there 
were such a thing, it, rather than the second, would surely have the 
dignity of divinity.” 

Why have I cited all this text of his? To expose the garrulity of 
the man throughout the entirety of his discourse. After claim- 
ing that on account of the common notions of all people it is 
self-evident that God is unbegotten, he makes an attempt to 
supply us with the proofs for this. In doing this, he resembles 
the man who at high noon wants to use rational argumentation 
to teach those who can see things quite well for themselves that 
the sun is the brightest of the stars in heaven. Now if someone 
who uses rational argumentation to prove what is already quite 
well known through sense perception is considered to be ut- 
terly absurd, how could the person who teaches what common 
preconceptions” enable us all to agree upon not be considered 
guilty of the same foolishness? For people of sound judgment 
give far more credence to these realities than to those visibly 
manifested. Therefore, if anyone were shamelessly attacking 
this truth and adamantly insisting that the unbegotten was be- 
gotten either by himself or by another, then perhaps the van- 
ity of Eunomius’s words should be pardoned. But of all those 
who are unconcerned with our doctrine or who have risen up 


35. Eunomius, Apol. 7.1-7 (EW 40). 

36. According to some Hellenistic philosophers, “selfevidence” (évapyesia) 
was the basis for all knowledge, and no argument could be discovered that would 
be clearer than what was évapyéc, “self-evident.” See Cicero, Acad. 2.17; Sextus 
Empiricus, M. 7.216-218. Hence, any argument attempting to prove what was 
claimed to be self-evident would be considered superfluous. 

37. In Stoic and Epicurean epistemology, a “preconception” (xpdoAnwic) is 
related to natural notions (see n. 34 above), and is the innate notion of a thing 
that makes discussion, investigation, and understanding of it possible. See Ci- 
cero, ND 1.43; Diogenes Laertius 7.5.4; Epictetus, Disc. 1.22. On the difference 
between a notion and a preconception, see F. H. Sandbach, “Ennoia and pro- 
lepsis,” in A.A. Long, Problems in Stoicism (London: The Athlone Press, 1971), 
22-37, and Matt Jackson-McCabe, “The Stoic Theory of Implanted Preconcep- 
tions,” Phronesis 49/4 (2004): 323-47. 


AGAINST EUNOMIUS 1.5 93 


against the truth from within the church itself, if until today not 
even one of either group has become so severely paralyzed in 
his mind that he holds the unbegottenness of the unbegotten 
in dispute, I do not see what he seeks to gain by making these 
arguments. Do we really need the syllogisms of Aristotle and 
Chrysippus” to teach us that the unbegotten was not begotten, 
either by himself or by another? That he is neither older nor 
younger than himself? So what is he trying to do when he makes 
these statements? 

It seems to me that he boasts along with his followers that 
he is shrewd and subtle in mind, quick to spot an absurdity and 
even quicker to demolish it once detected. Hence he takes pride 
in how his arguments take twists and turns, and so puts on a fine 
show in proving that the unbegotten was begotten neither by 
himself nor by another. In what follows, however, he has not for- 
gotten his schemes. In the course of wasting his time discussing 
what everybody already agrees on, he slips in for his own purpos- 
es certain things as the building blocks for the arguments that 
follow. For it is not without purpose that he makes the point that 
“according to truth the maker must pre-exist what comes into ex- 
istence.” He hopes in his arguments about the Son that everyone 
will have already conceded that the Son comes into existence 
secondarily and posterior to the Father, since the maker is older 
than the one who comes into existence. Moreover, he wants to 
have it taken as a consequence of this that the Son was begotten 
from nothing. But our refutation of this impiety toward the Son 
will be postponed for now and conducted later in the suitable 
place.” 

For my part, I would say that we would be justified in passing 
over the designation ‘unbegotten’ in silence, even if it seems to 
harmonize particularly well with our notions, on the grounds 
that it is nowhere to be found in Scripture and furthermore is 
the primary building block of their blasphemy. The term ‘Fa- 


38. Aristotle (384-322 BCE) was the founder of the Peripatetic school of . 
philosophy, while Chrysippus (c. 282~206 BCE) was considered to have devel- 
oped the Stoicism he inherited from his teachers into its classic form. Both were 
held in high regard for their contributions to logic. 

39. Book Two refutes Eunomius’s views on the Son. 
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ther’ means the same as ‘unbegotten,’ yet it has the additional 
advantage of implying a relation, thereby introducing the no- 
tion of the Son. For the one who is really Father is the only one 
who is from no other, and being ‘from no one’ is the same as 
being ‘unbegotten.’ Accordingly, we should not designate him 
the ‘unbegotten’ instead of ‘Father,’ at least if we are not going 
to claim a wisdom superior to the teachings of the Savior, who 
said: Go, baptize in the name of the Father [Mt 28.19], but not in 
the name of the unbegotten.” So much for this subject. 

Now let’s look at what comes next in his treatise. If we ad- 
vance a few lines, we see that he writes the following as if mak- 
ing a summary of what he has already said: 


So then, if it has been demonstrated that God neither pre-exists him- 
self nor that anything else pre-exists him, but that he is before all 
things, then it follows from this*! that he is unbegotten, or rather, that 
his unbegottenness® is unbegotten substance. 


We detect in these words a captiousness quite easy to recog- 
nize, I think, even for one with slight knowledge. But making 
this captiousness evident to the many proves to be no easy task. 
Nevertheless, we must make an attempt, placing our hope in 
the one who gives a word to those who proclaim good news with great 
power [Ps 67.12]. After saying “if neither God pre-exists himself 
nor anything else pre-exists him, then God’s being unbegotten 
is consequent to him,”“* Eunomius then realized that the conse- 


40. Cf. Athanasius, Ar. 1.34; Decr. 31; George of Laodicea, Ep. Dogm. (apud 
Epiphanius, Pan. 73.14.5-6 and 73.19.1-2). 

41. Gr. dkohovOei tovto, “it follows from this.” By “this” Eunomius means the 
three premises he has set out in the protasis of the conditional whose truth he 
thinks he has already demonstrated. Below Basil misinterprets (mistakenly or 
otherwise) the tovto as a reference to God. 

42. Gr. atté. Eunomius had written attéc, “he.” 

43. Eunomius, Apol. '7.9-11 (EW 40). Cf. Aetius, Synt. 28: “If everything that 
has come to be has come to be from another, but the unbegotten subsistence 
_ (ùnóotaoig) has not come to be either from itself or from another subsistence, 
then unbegottenness must reveal substance (ovaiav)” (Wickham 543). Basil 
would say that the Aetian passage has the same problem as the Eunomian pas- 
sage: it concludes too much from its premises. Aetius, like Eunomius, only proves 
that God is unbegotten, but Aetius, like Eunomius, claims that it also proves that 
unbegottenness is the substance of God. 


44. Gr. axohovGel abt, “is consequent to him.” See n. 41 above. Because Ba- 
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quences of his propositions had brought his line of reasoning 
around to the opposite of what he intended. For if “God’s being 
unbegotten is consequent to God,”® it is clear that his unbegot- 
tenness is externally concomitant to him. And what is external 
to God is not his substance—this is the reason why his ploy is 
destined to fail. 

What does he do to avoid suffering this fate? Giving little 
thought to the ridicule to which he would subject himself for 
stating non-sequiturs, he corrected what he previously had said 
in. order to redirect his line of reasoning toward his intended 
conclusion, saying: “rather, that his unbegottenness is unbegot- 
ten substance.” But this does not agree at all with what precedes 
it! For how can God have unbegottenness as consequent to him 
and simultaneously not consequent to him and contained in 
the formula of his substance?“ Even so, he still does not admit 
that we have completely destroyed his sophism. For if he had 
brought his arguments to an end after saying that “God’s being 
unbegotten is consequent to God,” he would then have had no 
way of saying that unbegottenness is the substance of the God of 
the universe, or of proving that the only-begotten Son is alien 
to him according to substance. The reason for this is that noth- 
ing externally consequent to Father and Son is able to rupture 
their affinity according to substance. As a matter of fact, by add- 
ing: “rather, that his unbegottenness is unbegotten substance,” 
Eunomius indicated that unbegottenness is precisely what God 
is. How this prepares his road to impiety, I shall demonstrate a 
little further on in my treatise.“ 

So, then, there are two things in this passage: one which he 
claimed from the outset and showed on the basis of the truth 


sil has construed Eunomius’s tovtw as a reference to God, it necessitates trans- 
lating axoAovGel a bit differently to capture his interpretation of Eunomius. 

45. Gr. axodovbei 16 Ged, “is consequent to-God.” See n. 41 above. 

46. Gr. Adyos ts obotac. Basil uses this phrase and its synonym, “formula of 
being” (Adyoc tod elvat), to denote the account that defines a thing’s substance. 
Objects that are of the same substance have the same formula of substance. 
This terminology comes from Aristotle: see APo. g7a19; Cat. 141-12; GA 71545, 
731b19; GC 335b7; Metaph. g98b12 and 1018a10. 

47. In Eun. 1.16-18, Basil speaks of how the views of Eunomius result in 
blasphemy. 
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of the matter and according to the logical consequence of his 
propositions, the other which this so-called writer tossed in 
with a heretical intention as his concluding statement when he 
demonstrated unparalleled shamelessness in suddenly shifting 
his position in order to correct his argument. For how is the 
same thing both consequent to God and identical with him, 
seeing that it is already obvious to everyone that what is conse- 
quent is different from that of which it is a consequence? As if 
committing himself to travel along a certain road, he starts with 
a line of reasoning meant to deceive, and advances toward es- 
tablishing the proposition that unbegottenness is the substance 
of the God of the universe, so that, once this has been demon- 
strated, it may be conceded that the Only-Begotten is unlike the 
Father in substance. 
But let’s have a look at what he says: 


When we say ‘unbegotten,’ we do not intend to honor God in name 
alone by human conceptualization; rather, we intend to repay him the 
most necessary debt of all, namely, confessing that he is what he is. 
Things said by way of conceptualization, you see, have’ an existence in 
name alone and when they are being pronounced, and by nature are 
dissolved together with the sounds used to say them.*° 


He denies that unbegottenness can be considered in the case of 
God by way of conceptualization. For he thinks that this denial 
will make it easy for him to prove that unbegottenness is his sub- 
stance, and, once this is proved, to demonstrate incontrovert- 
ibly that the only-begotten Son is unlike the Father in substance. 
This is the reason why he attacks the term ‘conceptualization’ as 
signifying absolutely nothing but having subsistence only when 
it is being pronounced. Also, he pretends that honoring God 
with conceptualizations is unworthy of God. As far as I am con- 
cerned, any affirmation or denial of whether unbegottenness 
can be considered through conceptualization must wait until 
an inquiry into the word itself has taught us something about it. 

[1.6] So I am glad to raise the question: what in the world 
is a conceptualization? Does this term signify absolutely noth- 


48. That is, that God is unbegotten. 
49. That is, that God’s substance is unbegottenness. 
50. Eunomius, Apol. 8.1~5 (EW 40-42). 
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ing, being merely a noise escaping from the tongue? But such 
a thing is not called conceptualization, but rather craziness and 
babbling!” Now what if Eunomius were to concede that a con- 
ceptualization does in fact signify something, but something 
completely false and non-existent, like the fictional centaurs and 
Chimaera that appear in the mythologies? If this were the case, 
how does the falsehood, once it is spoken, dissolve together with 
the noise of the tongue, seeing that the false concepts remain in 
the mind after the voice is entirely dissipated into the air? For 
whenever the soul has become filled with utterly false and vacu- 
ous fictions, either the impressions received during sleep or sim- 
ply the idle movements of the mind, and the soul retains these 
fictions in its memory but then willingly chooses to make them 
known with the voice, it is not the case that these mental im- 
pressions dissolve together with the words that expressed them. 
Speaking falsehoods would in fact be very worthwhile if it truly 
were the nature of a falsehood to be destroyed with the spoken 
words. But a falsehood does not have such a nature. 

It still remains to demonstrate not only how and for what 
sort of realities customary usage of language”? employs the term 
‘conceptualization,’ but also how the divine oracles admit of 
its usage. Therefore, let us first look at common usage: what- 
ever seems simple and singular upon a general survey by the 
mind,” but which appears complex and plural upon detailed 
scrutiny and thereby is divided by the mind—this sort of thing 
is said to be divided through conceptualization alone. For ex- 
ample, at first glance the body may seem to be simple, but when 
reasoning is used it reveals that the body is complex, dissolving 


51. Basil here plays on epinoia and paranoia (“craziness”). 

52. In Stoic language theory, the “customary usage” (ovviPeia) and “com- 
mon usage” (kowvi xpo) of language referred to natural operations of the 
mind by which human beings communicate. 

53. Gr. Taig a8pdaic émBodats tod vod. The phrase “general survey” (48pda 
émBodf) has a long philosophical pedigree. In Epicurean epistemology an ni- 
BoA referred to the application or focusing of the mind upon an external im- 
age that resulted in a sensory or mental impression (e.g., Epicurus, Ep. Her 46- 
53 [Diogenes Laertius 10.46-53]; cf. Lucretius 4.722-822). Epicurus himself 
used the phrase &ðpóa émPoAf, meaning “general survey,” in a context similar 
to Basil, making a distinction between a detailed investigation of a subject and a 
general overview (Ep. Her. 35, [Diogenes Laertius 10.35]). 
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it through conceptualization into the things out of which it is 
constituted: color, shape, solidity, size, and so forth. Another ex- 
ample would be completely non-existent things envisioned only 
by a sort of conceptual portrait-painting and imagination, such 
as is marvelously done by myth-writers and painters to astound 
their audience: according to customary usage of language, such 
things are said to be considered by way of conceptualization. 
Eunomius has made no mention of these points, either 
through ignorance or captiousness, and has confined the philo- 
sophical account he gave us only to the topic of the conceptu- 
alization of non-existent things—and he does not even explain 
this as it really is. He does not claim, you see, that a conceptual- 
ization signifies something, albeit something false, but that the 
term is completely meaningless and has subsistence only when it 
is being pronounced. The term ‘conceptualization,’ however, is 
far from being restricted only to vain and non-existent imagina- 
tions. After an initial concept has arisen for us from sense per- 
ception, the more subtle and precise reflection on what we have 
conceived is called conceptualization. For example, the con- 
cept of grain exists in everybody as something simple, by means 
of which we recognize grain as soon as we see it. But when we 
examine grain in detail we come to consider more things about 
it and use different designations to indicate the different things 
that we have conceived. For the same grain can be called at 
one time ‘fruit,’ at another time ‘seed,’ and again at another 
time ‘nourishment.’ It is ‘fruit’ as the result of farming that has 
been completed, ‘seed’ as the beginning of farming to come, 
and ‘nourishment’ as what is suitable for the development of 
the body of the one who eats it. Now each one of these things 
mentioned is considered by way of conceptualization: each of 
these is not dissolved together with the noise of the tongue, but 
rather the concepts remain settled in the soul of the one who 
has conceived them. Generally speaking, all things recognized 
through sense-perception and which seem simple in substrate 
but which admit of a complex account upon further consider- 
ation are said to be considered through conceptualization.™ 


54. At Eun. 1.6, 57 (SC 299.188), we read énivoia for éntvoia, clearly a mis- 
print. 
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[1.7] The usage of conceptualization that we have learned 
from the divine word is actually quite close to the way of using 
the term that we outlined above. Though there is much I could 
say, I will only mention a single case, the most pertinent, leaving 
all the others aside. When our Lord Jesus Christ spoke about 
himself to make known both the Divinity’s love of humanity 
and the grace that comes to humanity from the economy,** he 
did so by means of certain distinguishing marks® considered in 
connection with him. He called himself ‘door,’ ‘way,’ ‘bread,’ 
‘vine,’ ‘shepherd,’ and ‘light,’°’ even though he is not a polyo- 
nym.*8 All these names do not carry the same meaning as one 
another. For ‘light’ signifies one thing, ‘vine’ another, ‘way’ an- 
other, and ‘shepherd’ yet another.” Though our Lord is one 
in substrate, and one substance, simple and not composite, he 
calls himself by different names at different times, using desig- 
nations that differ from one another for the different conceptu- 
alizations. On the basis of his different activities and his relation 
to the objects of his divine benefaction, he employs different 
names for himself. For instance, when he calls himself ‘the light 
of the world,’ he points out the inaccessibility of the glory in the 
divinity. He also calls himself this because he illuminates those 
who have purified the eye of their soul with the splendor of his 
knowledge. He calls himself ‘vine’ because he nurtures those 
who have been planted in him by faith so that they may bear the 
fruits of good works. And ‘bread’ because he turns out to be a 


55- Gr. Thy èk olxovopiag yåpıv toic àvôporo. The “economy” refers to God’s 
saving acts in the world, especially those acts performed (and suffered) in the 
incarnation of Christ. See also Eun. 1.12, 2.3, and 2.15. For discussion, see 
Ayres 220-21 and Behr 290-93. 

56. Gr. iStmpaci tio. This is the first occurrence of a term crucial for Basil’s 
Trinitarian theology in Eun. 

57. See Jn 10.9, 14.6, 6.51, 15.1, 10.41, and 8.12, respectively. 

58. Porphyry (in Cat. 69, 1f. Busse) explains-that “polyonyms are things that 
have several different names, but one and the same account, such as ‘sword,’ 
‘sabre,’ and ‘blade,’ and in the case of clothing, ‘coat’ and ‘cloak’” (trans. 
Strange 50). Christ is not a polyonym for Basil because the diverse names given 
to him have different accounts. 

59. Cf. Origen’s discussion of the conceptualizations of Christ in the first 
two books of his Commentary on the Gospel of John, especially Jo. 1.22, 1.52-57, 
1.126, 1.154; see also Cels. 2.64 and 7.16. 
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rational being’s most appropriate nourishment, since he main- 
tains the soul’s constitution, preserves its distinguishing mark, 
and, always filling up from himself what is lacking, does not al- 
low it to be dragged down to the weakness that enters it from 
irrationality. And if anyone should examine each of the names 
one by one, he would find the various conceptualizations, even 
though for all there is one substrate as far as substance is con- 
cerned. Who, then, has so sharpened his tongue for blasphemy 
that he dares to say that these conceptualizations are dissolved 
together with the sound of the words? 

So, then, what is absurd about having a similar understand- 
ing of terms used by way of conceptualization for the God of 
the universe, even the very term that first motivated our entire 
treatise?” We will discover that the name ‘unbegotten’ is said in 
no other way. For we say that the God of the universe is ‘incor- 
ruptible’ and ‘unbegotten,’ designating him with these names 
according to various aspects. Whenever we consider ages past, 
we find that the life of God transcends every beginning and 
say that he is ‘unbegotten.’ Whenever we stretch our mind for- 
ward to the ages to come, we designate the one who is without 
boundary, infinite, and comprehended by no terminal point as 
‘incorruptible.’ Therefore, just as ‘incorruptible’ is the name 
we give him because his life is without an end, so too is ‘unbe- 
gotten’ the name given because his life is without a beginning, 
when we consider each through conceptualization.® What rea- 
son could there be, then, for denying that each of these names 
is conceptualized and that they constitute a confession of what 
truly belongs to God? But Eunomius separates the two—what is 
said “by way of conceptualization” and what repays God the con- 
fession he is due, namely, “that he is what he is”—as if they were 
opposed to one another and utterly incompatible. 

[1.8] Let’s not pass by the fact that he makes a show of rever- 
ent caution only to bring those who listen to him to ruin. For he 
says that we do “not honor God by human conceptualization” 


60. That is, ‘unbegotten.’ 

61. Gr. kata Siapdpouc émBordc. 

62. Gr. tf émtvoig Bewpovtwv Hud éxdtepa. We follow the reading of CVBFKRXZ 
and other mss., a reading also witnessed to by Gregory of Nyssa, Eun. 2.507. 
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when we designate him ‘unbegotten,’ but rather that we “re- 
pay him the most necessary debt of all” when we “confess that 
he is what he is.” What could we say that would fittingly de- 
scribe this wily duplicity? He attempts to alarm the more simple 
by claiming that they fail to render what is owed to God unless 
they confess that unbegottenness is his substance. In addition, 
he calls his own impiety the payment of a debt, so that he ap- 
pears not to be saying something on his own authority, but to 
be fulfilling the debt we are constrained to pay to God. And to 
others he indicates that, once they have placed unbegottenness 
in the substance of God, they will be discharged as innocent. 
But if they understand the matter differently, in the pious way, 
they should expect inexorable wrath, on the grounds that they 
failed to repay the most important and the most necessary of all 
obligations. 

Gladly, then, would I scrutinize him to see if he similarly sticks 
to this prudence in the case of all that is said about God, or if he 
does so only in the case of this word.“ For if he does not con- 
sider anything at all by way of conceptualization so as to avoid the 
appearance of honoring God with human designations, then he 
will confess this: that all things attributed to God similarly refer to 
his substance. But how is it not ridiculous to say that his creative 
power is his substance? Or that his providence is his substance? 
Or the same for his foreknowledge? In other words, how is it not 
ridiculous to regard every activity of his as his substance? And if 
all these names converge upon a single meaning, each one has 
to signify the same thing as the others, such as is the case with 
polyonyms, as when we call the same man ‘Simon,’ ‘Peter,’ and 
‘Cephas.’® In the same vein, whoever has heard that God does 
not change will also be led to his unbegottenness, and whoever 
has heard that he has no parts will also be brought to his creative 
power. What is more absurd than this confusion? Each of the 
names is deprived of its proper signification, and conventions are 
established that contradict both common usage and the teach- 
ing of the Spirit. And yet, when we hear it said about God that in 


63. Eunomius, Apol. 8.1-3 (EW 40-42). 
64. That is, ‘unbegotten.’ 
65. See n. 58 above. 
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wisdom he made all things [Ps 103.24], we learn of his creative art. 
When it is said that he opens his hand and fills every living thing with 
delight [Ps 144.16], it is a question of his providence that extends 
everywhere. When it is said that he made the darkness his hiding-place 
[Ps 17.12], we are taught that his nature is invisible. Further- 
more, when we hear what was said by God himself, As for me, I am 
and do not change [Mal 3.6], we learn that the divine substance is 
always the same and unchanging. So, then, how is it not sheer 
madness to deny that a proper signification underlies each of the 
names, and to claim in contradiction to their actual meaning that 
all names mean the same thing as one another? 

Nevertheless, even if we were to concede this point, not even 
then will they come any closer to reaching their goal. For if all 
these names which are used for our God and Father signify his 
substance—I mean ‘unchangeable,’ ‘invisible,’ and ‘incorrupt- 
ible’—then it is basically clear that they will also be indicative of 
substance in the case of the only-begotten Son and God. For we 
also call the only-begotten Son. ‘invisible,’ ‘unchangeable,’ ‘in- 
corruptible,’ ‘partless,’ and all such names. And thus will their 
cleverness come back to refute them. For they will be no more 
capable of demonstrating that the Son is unlike in substance 
because of a single different designation than compelled by 
the very necessity of the terms admitted to confess his likeness 
because of many shared designations. If he were to say that he 
has employed this reverent caution only in the case of the term 
‘unbegotten,’ whereas in the other cases he is careless, let us 
once more put a question to him: why this arbitrary selection? 
When there are so many things that are said about God, why 
does he opt to be exact in this one case alone? And if in the case 
of this name he is paying his debt of “confessing that he is what 
he is,” why in the case of other names does he not refrain from 
honoring him with the whole multitude of human conceptual- 
izations? For the one who has many debts but repays only one 
is not prudent for repaying this one but rather exceedingly im- 
prudent for withholding the repayment of all the rest. There- 
fore, as if they were traps set for wild beasts, Eunomius is caught 
by his own wiles: the more he attempts to escape from them, the 
more he is refuted by them. 
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[1.9] Look at what comes next in his treatise. After he thinks 
he has demonstrated that it is impossible to comprehend unbe- 
gottenness through conceptualization, he adds: 


Moreover, in no way [is God said to be unbegotten]} by way of priva- 
tion, if privations are in fact privations of natural attributes, and sec- 
ondary to possessions. 


It is not difficult to show that he chatters on and on about these 
matters based on the wisdom of the world. Perverted by this 
wisdom, he proposes innovative arguments such as these. The 
claims about possession and privation come from Aristotle, as 
those who have read him can attest, in his book entitled Catego- 
ries, where he says that privations are secondary to possessions.” 
To prove that he speaks not on the basis of the Spirit’s teaching, 
but according to the wisdom of the rulers of this age [1 Cor 2.6], it 
is enough that we quote a psalm verse against him: Transgressors 
told me garrulous tales, but it is not as your Law, Lord [Ps 118.85, 
LXX]. Realizing that his statement is not based on the teach- 
ings of our Lord Jesus Christ, it suffices to recall that saying of 


-his: Whenever he tells a lie, he speaks on his own authority [Jn 8.44]. 


In this way we are able to curtail the bulk of our own arguments, 
as we have now made it plain to all with these statements that 
we have no communion with them. For what agreement does Christ 
have with Belial? Or what does a believer share with an unbeliever? 
[2 Cor 6.15] But lest lack of refutation imply that we are taking 
refuge in silence, come, let’s briefly discuss these matters. 

Note, Eunomius, that many of the things said about God are 
expressed with terms of a similar formation, for example, ‘incor- 
ruptible,’ ‘immortal,’ and ‘invisible.’ We maintain that ‘unbegot- 
ten’ has the same formation. So, then, if some call such names 
‘privatives,’ this way of speaking is of no concern to us. For we 
know nothing about the technical jargon for terms, nor are we 


-envious of those who do know. Nonetheless, in whatever category 


66. Eunomius, Apel. 8.7-8 (EW 42). 

67. Aristotle, Cat. 10, 12a26-13a37. 

68. Basil is implicitly comparing Eunomius to the devil, who is the subject 
of Jn 8.44. 

6g. In Greek all these terms are formed with an alpha-privative, the Greek 
equivalent of the prefixes in- or un-. 
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one may put the other terms we have listed, we say that the desig- 
nation ‘unbegotten’ also belongs in the same. Just as ‘incorrupt- 
ible’ signifies that no corruption is present to God, and ‘invisible’ 
that he is beyond every comprehension through the eyes, and 
‘incorporeal’ that his substance is not three-dimensional, and 
‘immortal’ that dissolution will never happen to him, so too do 
we also say that ‘unbegotten’ indicates that no begetting” is pres- 
ent to him. So, then, if none of the former terms is privative, then 
neither is the latter. But if you grant that the former terms are 
privatives without conceding this for the designation ‘unbegot- 
ten,’ then tell me, what is the preceding possession whose priva- 
tion is revealed by ‘incorruptible’? Why can’t ‘unbegotten’ have 
the same force? He practices his evil art on this term alone be- 
cause the foundations of his impiety depend upon it. 

To make his deception plain, do this: take the arguments 
that he uses for ‘unbegotten’ (that it is not reasonable to speak 
about God either “by human conceptualization” or “by way of 
privation”), and notice what happens when you transfer them 
to some of the other things said about God. You will discover 
that the arguments he uses are perfectly suited for each term. If 
you like, we can do this for ‘incorruptible,’ substituting it into 
his own text: “When we say ‘incorruptible,’ we do not intend 
to honor God by human conceptualization; rather, we intend 
to repay him the most necessary debt of all, namely, confess- 
ing that he is what he is. Moreover, in no way [is God said to be 
incorruptible] by way of privation, if privations are in fact priva- 
tions of natural attributes, and secondary to their possessions.” 
Why is it more fitting to give this philosophical account for 
‘unbegotten’ than for ‘incorruptible’ and in general for each 


70. Gr. yévynotv. Mss. BKRXZ witness to the alternative reading yéveaty, “com- 
ing to be.” The alternative reading accords much better with Basil’s thought 
elsewhere. At Eun. 1.7, 43 and 1.15, 25-26, Basil argues that unbegottenness 
is synonymous with “without origin” (a&vapyov). In other words, it is a term that 
rules out the notion that God came to be in any way, not simply through beget- 
ting. Perhaps more importantly, Basil elsewhere affirms that there is begetting 
(yévvnaic) in God in the sense that the Father generates the Son, who is God: 
see, e.g., Eun. 2.6. At Eun. 1.10, 37, however, Basil repeats his claim that the term 
“‘unbegotten’ is a denial of begetting (yévvnotc), which leads us to believe that 
the alternative reading of yéveovv in the present passage is a learned correction. 


i 
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term with the same formation? None of the others assists him in 
achieving his impiety! For this reason he does not mention the 
rest of them, notwithstanding the fact that there are countless 
things that we say about God. 

{1.10] Such is the situation. There is not one name which 
encompasses the entire nature of God and suffices to express 
it adequately. Rather, there are many diverse names, and each 
one contributes, in accordance with its own meaning, to a no- 
tion that is altogether dim and trifling as regards the whole but 
that is at least sufficient for us. Now some of the names applied 
to God are indicative of what is present to God; others, on the 
contrary, of what is not present. From these two something like 
an impression of God is made in us, namely, from the denial of 
what is incongruous with him and from the affirmation of what 
belongs to him. 

For example, whenever we call him ‘incorruptible,’ we are 
implicitly saying to ourselves or to those who hear us: “Do not 
think that God is subject to corruption.” Whenever we call him 
‘invisible’: “Do not suppose that he can be comprehended by 
the perception that comes through the eyes.” Whenever we call 
him ‘immortal’: “Do not think that death happens to God.” It 
is the same whenever we call him ‘unbegotten’: “Do not believe 
that the being of God depends on any cause or principle.” On 
the whole, we learn from each of these names not to fall into’ 
inappropriate notions in our suppositions about God. So, then, 
in order that we may come to know the particular distinguish- 
ing mark” of God, in our statements about God we forbid each 
other to lower our thoughts to the level of what is not appropri- 
ate. We do this so that human beings will never consider God to 
be one of the things that are corruptible, or one of the things 
that are visible, or one of the things that are begotten. Forbid- 
ding all these names results in something like a denial of what 
is foreign to him, since our minds articulate distinctly and cast 
aside the suppositions concerning what is not present to him. 

Again, we say that God is ‘good,’ ‘just,’ ‘Creator,’ ‘Judge,’ and 
all such things. So, then, as in the case of the terms we just spoke 
about which signified a denial and rejection of what is foreign 


71. Gr. tò eaipetov idiopa. 
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to God, so here they indicate the affirmation and existence of 
what has affinity with God and is appropriately considered in 
connection with him. Accordingly, we learn from each of the 
two forms of designation either that what is present is present 
or that what is not present is not present. Now ‘unbegotten’ is 
indicative of what is not present. For it reveals that there is no 
begetting present to God. But it makes no difference to us if 
someone wants to designate this a ‘negation’ or a ‘rejection’ or 
a ‘denial’ or some such thing. I think that what I have said has 
sufficiently demonstrated that ‘unbegotten’ is not indicative 
of what belongs to God. Now the substance is not one of the 
things not present, but is rather the very being of God; indeed, 
it is the pinnacle of insanity to count it among that which does 
not have being. For if the substance is among that which does 
not have being, then it could hardly be the case that any of the 
other things we have mentioned has being. So, then, it has been 
demonstrated that ‘unbegotten’ is classed with what is not pres- 
ent.” Therefore, whoever holds that this term is indicative of 
the substance itself is a liar. __ 

[1.11] Since he cannot bear that anything is said about God 
by way of privation, on the grounds that it is absurd, he has re- 
course to something more pious: he situates unbegottenness in 
the substance itself. Here is how he summarizes his argument: 


So then, if [God is unbegotten] neither by way of conceptualization, 
nor by way of privation, nor in part (for he is without parts), nor as 
something else in him (for he is simple), nor as something else along- 
side him (for he is the one and only unbegotten), then it’? must be 
unbegotten substance.” 


His argument is now exactly where he wants it to be. After drag- 
ging unbegottenness away from all other senses, he shoves it 


72. Basil’s statement here is elliptical: in light of what he has just argued, he 
must mean that ‘unbegotten’ is among those terms that signify what is not pres- 
ent. It signifies that being begotten is not present. Basil is not saying that being 
unbegotten is not present. 

73. Gr. abtd. The referent of avtd should probably be understood as 1d ayév- 
vntov, “unbegottenness.” Eunornius is claiming that the only way in which one 
can make sense of calling God ‘unbegotten’ is as a definition of the substance of 
God, that is, that unbegottenness is the substance of God. 

74. Eunomius, Apol. 8.14-18 (EW 42). 
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(so he thinks) into the substance itself and says concerning the 
God of the universe that “it must be unbegotten substance.” As 
for me, I too would say that the substance of God is unbegot- 
ten, but I would not say that unbegottenness is the substance. 
Moreover, it is worthwhile to remind him that partlessness and 
simplicity are the same thing as far as the notion is concerned. 
For that which is not composed from parts is partless; similarly, 
that which is not constituted from many elements is simple. Yet 
Eunomius divides these two from one another as if their refer- 


.ents were different. Then he issues an injunction, saying that we 


ought not divide God, supposing that some part of him is unbe- 
gotten and another begotten. Nor ought we think that unbegot- 
tenness is located in him as one thing in another. 

I hesitate to describe the foolishness of these claims. For 
whoever speaks against foolishness somehow or other seems 
to resemble the one uttering such nonsense. I think this is why 
the wise Solomon recommends not replying to a fool according to 
his folly [Prv 26.4]. At any rate, Eunomius has classified some 
words, which have been neither said nor spoken at any time, in 
order to appear to be making this discovery: that of the many 
ways he has enumerated, there is only one appropriate way to 
say ‘unbegotten.’ We would perhaps need a longer argument to 
expose his fallacy and show that unbegottenness is not the sub- 
stance of God, if we had not already provided a clear refutation 
of the ways enumerated by him in his classification. For even 
if one were to grant his claim that ‘unbegotten’ is understood 
“neither by way of conceptualization, nor by way of privation,” 
his conclusion would still not follow. Why would unbegotten- 
ness have to fall under one of the ways he enumerated? The 
truth, however, is otherwise: since he introduces this statement 
as if it necessarily follows from what went before—“therefore, 
if neither by way of conceptualization, nor by way of privation,” 
nor according to another one of the ways he enumerated, “then 
it must be unbegotten substance”’—let us retort: “Therefore, 
since ‘unbegotten’ is considered by way of conceptualization 
and is privative, unbegottenness is not the substance of God.” 
You see, as long as he does not refute what we have said and 
does not confirm his own propositions, his conclusion will have 
no place to stand. 
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[1.12] Generally speaking, how much arrogance and pride 


would it take for someone to think he has discovered the very 
substance of God above all? For by their bragging” they nearly 
eclipse even the one who said: Above the stars I will set my throne 
[Is 14.13]. Yet these men are not insolently attacking the stars 
or heaven, but are bragging that they have penetrated the very 
substance of the God of the universe! Let’s ask him from which 
source he claims to have comprehended it. So, then, from a 
common notion?” But this tells us that God exists, not what God 
is.” Perhaps from the Spirit’s teaching? Which one? Where is it 
located? Isn’t it clear that the great David, to whom God mani- 
fested the secret and hidden things of his own wisdom,” con- 
fessed that such knowledge is inaccessible? For he said: 7 regard 
knowledge of you as a marvel, as too strong—I am not able to attain it 
[Ps 138.6]. And when Isaiah came to contemplate the glory of 
God,” what did he reveal to us about the divine substance? He 

is the one who testified in the prophecy about Christ, saying: 

Who shall tell of his begetting? [Is 53.8] Then there’s Paul, the ves- 

sel of election [Acts 9.15], who had Christ speaking in him [2 Cor 

13.3] and was snatched away up to the third heaven and heard inef- 


75. That is, the bragging of Eunomius and his associates. 

76. On common notions, see p. 91 n. 34 above. 

77. According to both the Epicureans and Stoics, one of the common no- 
tions was that God exists; for the Epicurean view, see Epicurus, Ep. Men. 1 23-24 
(Diogenes Laertius 10.123~24); Cicero, ND 1.43-49; Sextus Empiricus, M. 
9-48-47; for the Stoic view, see Cicero, ND 2.12-16 and 75—76; Plutarch, Comm. 
not. 1075€; Diogenes Laertius 7.147; Sextus Empiricus, M. 9.133-36. For both 
Epicureans and Stoics, the common notion of God was not limited to the con- 
tent that God exists but included a set of specific attributes of God. Accord- 
ing to the Epicureans, God was, for example, eternal, blessed, immortal, and 
imperishable; according to the Stoics, immanent, providential, rational, and 
active. These attributes were discerned through reason and a general observa- 
tion of the universe. Basil expresses a similar view in a letter (Ep. 234) writ- 
ten to Amphilochius of Iconium in January 376, where he says that the notion 
(évvoia) of God is formed by reflecting on God’s attributes revealed in scrip- 
ture, such as his greatness, power, wisdom, goodness, providence, and justice, 
but that God’s substance is incomprehensible. Hence, for Basil, while the no- 
tion of God tells us far more than simply that God exists, it still does not grant 
us knowledge of the divine substance. 

78. See Ps 50.8. 

79. See Is 6.1~3. 
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fable words which are impossible for a person to utter [2 Cor 12.2-4]."° 
What teaching did he bequeath to us about the substance of 
God? He is the one who peered into the particular reasons for 
the economy* and cried out with this voice, as if the vastness of 
what he contemplated made him dizzy: O the depth of the riches 
and wisdom and knowledge of God! How inscrutable are his judgments, 
and how unsearchable are his ways! [Rom 11.33] If these things 
are beyond the understanding of those who have attained the 
measure of the knowledge of Paul, how great is the conceit of 
those who profess to know the substance of God? 

I would like to ask them about the earth upon which they 
stand and from which they come—what do they say? What do 
they tell us is its substance?® If they were to argue incontrovert- 
ibly about what lies on the ground and under their feet, we 


80. Gr. & obk étov avOpmnw AaAijoat [2 Cor 12.4]. While this passage is nor- 
mally translated “which no one is permitted to speak,” ¿ķòv can also mean “it is 
possible” and the context in which Basil cites this verse warrants understanding 
it in this way. It is not the case that Paul grasped the “ineffable words” he heard 
regarding the substance of God but was not permitted to speak them; rather, 
since Paul did not even understand what he heard, it was impossible for him 
to say anything definite about the substance of God. Such is precisely how both 
Gregory of Nyssa (Hom. in Cant, 3 and 5) and Gregory of Nazianzus (Or. 27.9, 
28.3, and 28.20) understand this verse. 

81. Gr. Tobc pepixods tij¢ olkovoptiag Aóyovç. On the economy, see n. 55 above. 

82. Basil here is not thinking primarily of what we call the planet earth, but 

of the element earth; if he is thinking of the former, it is because it is made 
of the latter. The present passage is a close parallel to Basil's Hex. 1.8: “Let us 
make the same resolutions for ourselves concerning earth: not to inquire med- 
dlesomely what its substance might be, nor to spend our time investigating by 
reasoning its very substrate, nor to seek some nature devoid of qualities, exist- 
ing without qualification in its own account, but rather to know well that all the 
things which are observed in connection with it are set down in the formula of 
its being, being complements of its substance. If you tried to remove by reason 
each of the qualities that exist in it, you would end up with nothing. For if you 
take away blackness, coldness, heaviness, solidity, the qualities that exist in it 
with respect to taste, or any others which are observed in connection with it, the 
substrate will be nothing” (Giet 122-24; our translation). The point is that one 
cannot through reasoning abstract an unqualified substance (obocia) for earth, 
since the qualities of earth are its essential complements: take them away and 
you destroy earth. A further assumption seems to be that an essential definition 
would exclude qualities on the grounds that they are accidental. These notions 
inform the logic of the argument Basil makes in Eun. 1.12-13. 
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would believe them even when they concern themselves with the 
things beyond every notion. What, then, is the substance of the 
earth? What is its mode of comprehension?® Let them respond 
and tell us whether it is a rational account or sense-perception 
that attains comprehension.® If they claim sense-perception, by 
which of the senses is it comprehensible? By sight? But sight ap- 
prehends colors. Perhaps by touch? But touch can distinguish 
between hardness and softness, between hot and cold, and such 
things, none of which anyone would call substance—unless he 
had been carried away to the utmost insanity! As for taste and 
smell, what do we need to say about these senses? The former 
apprehends flavors; the latter, odors. And as for hearing, it is 
perceptive of noises and voices, things which have no relation- 
ship to the earth.” Therefore, the only option left to them is 
to say that they have discovered the substance of the earth by a 
rational account. What sort of rational account is this? Where is 
it located in the scriptures? Which of the saints handed it down? 

[1.13] The one who gave us an account of creation taught us 
only this much: In the beginning God made the heaven and the earth; 
now the earth was invisible and without form [Gn 1.1-2]. Think- 


83. Gr. xatahnytc, “comprehension.” According to Stoic epistemology, “com- 
prehension” is the kind of knowledge that stands between “opinion” (Sdfa) and 
“scientific understanding” (émotiun). Opinion is the grasp of an individual 
proposition in such a way that it could be false and is thus a kind of knowledge 
that is unreliable and subject to error. Comprehension is the grasp of an in- 
dividual proposition in such a way that it cannot be false and is thus a kind of 
knowledge that is certain, reliable, and impregnable to any reasoning aimed at 
producing a change of mind. Scientific knowledge is based upon comprehen- 
sion, in that it is a systematic comprehension of a whole body of interrelated 
propositions. For ancient testimonies, see Cicero, Acad. 1.41-42; 2.145; Sextus 
Empiricus, M. 7.151-57; Stobaeus 2.73.16—-74.3. Here and in Eun. 1.1 3-14, Ba- 
sil is using the Stoic technical term “comprehension” to demonstrate that Euno- 
mius does not have certain, reliable knowledge of the substance of the earth, to 
say nothing of the substance of God. 

84. Here the disjunction is between achieving comprehension of something 
by “sense-perception” (aio®noic) or by a “rational account” (Adyoc). The term 
Adyos here has the sense of “reason” but also the sense of an expression of rea- 
son, such as one might find in the Scriptures; hence our translation, “rational 
account.” 


85. Basil’s enumeration of the proper objects of each of the five senses is 
ultimately based on Aristotle, de An. 2.6-11. 
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ing it sufficient to state who made the earth and set it in order, 
he has refused to waste his time investigating what the earth’s 
substance is, on the grounds that such an endeavor is pointless 
and useless to his audience. Hence, if knowledge of the earth’s 
substance is established neither by the testimony derived from 
sense-perception nor by the teaching derived from the rational 
account, on what basis do they still claim to possess comprehen- 
sion of it? Insofar as the earth is perceptible to the senses, it is 
either color or mass or lightness or heaviness or density or rar- 
ity or hardness or softness or coldness or hotness, or the quali- 
ties pertaining to flavor, or shape or magnitude—none of which 
they can say is its substance, not even if they were to affirm all 
of them readily. Yet none of the wise and blessed has provided 
a rational account which has made it possible to consider the 
earth’s substance. Therefore, what mode of knowledge still re- 
mains? Let them answer us, seeing that they despise all things 
under their feet, transcend the heaven and all the supercosmic 
powers, and join themselves to the first substance itself through 
their intellect. But it seems that self-conceit is the most dif 
ficult of all the passions in human beings since in actual fact 
it envelops those whom it affects in the condemnation of the 
devil.” Hence those who have no understanding of the nature 
of the earth on which they trample go so far as to brag that they 
have penetrated the very substance of the God of the universe! 
God said that he was the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac 
and the God of Jacob, for this is my everlasting name and my memorial 
to generations of generations [Ex 3.15]. When he said this, he was 
placing a high value on being named the God of such men due 
to their perfection in all virtue, considering being thus named 
as something proper and fitting to his majesty. Yet God did not 
even. disclose his name to these saints, namely, to Abraham and 
to Isaac and to Jacob, and much less® did he reveal what his 


86. Basil’s rant against the intellectual arrogance of Eunomius and his fol- 
lowers is reminiscent of Plotinus’s against Gnostics in En. 2.9. The accusation of 
arrogance became a topos in anti-Eunomian literature; see Gregory of Nazian- 
zus, Or. 27. 

87. See 1 Tm 3.6. Basil makes a similar point in Eun. 1.3. 

88. At Eun. 1.13, 32 (SC 299.218), we read tov for fnov. 
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substance is! For he said: J am the Lord, and I appeared to Abraham 
and Isaac and Jacob, as I am their God, and I did not disclose my name 
to them [Ex 6.2-3]. Clearly, he said this because his name is too 
great for human ears. Yet it seems that to Eunomius God has 
manifested not only his name, but also his very substance! This 
great secret, which was not manifested to any of the saints, he 
makes public by writing it in his books, and blurts it out to all 
people recklessly. While the promised blessings stored up for 
us® are beyond all human knowledge, and the peace of God sur- 
passes all intelligence [Phil 4.7], he does not admit that the very 
substance of God is beyond all intelligence and beyond all hu- 
man knowledge. 

[1.14] I think that comprehension of God’s substance tran- 
scends not only human beings, but also every rational nature. 
Now by “rational nature” here, I mean one which belongs to 
creation. For the Father is known by the Son alone, and by the 
Holy Spirit, because: No one knows the Father except the Son [Mt 
11.27], and: The Spirit searches everything, even the depths of God. 
For no one knows what belongs to a man except the spirit that is in him, 
and no one knows what belongs to God except the Spirit that is from 
God [1 Cor 2.10-11].% What, then, will remain distinctive about 
the knowledge that the Only-Begotten or the Holy Spirit has, if 
indeed they” themselves have comprehension of the very sub- 
stance? Even though they do not attribute to the Only-Begotten 
the contemplation of the power and goodness and wisdom of 
God, they have nonetheless made the apprehension of God’s 
substance commensurate with themselves.” In fact, the exact op- 


8g. This expression is often repeated elsewhere by Basil, but only here are 
the promised blessings said to be beyond human understanding; cf. Epp. 2.1, 8; 
23.1, 16; 277.1, 29; 314.1, 11; Spir. 15.36.7. 

go. Gr, si pr) TÒ Iveta tò èk tod God, “except the Spirit that is from God.” 
This wording is borrowed from 1 Cor 2.12 and conflated with 1 Cor 2.10-11, 
which in the standard text reads: si pi tò IIvebua Geod, “except the Spirit of 
God.” Basil makes the same conflation in Spir 16.40. 

gi. That is, Eunomius and his followers. 

g2. The thought here is that while Eunomius and his followers grant to the 
Only-Begotten neither the contemplation of God’s substance nor even the con- 
templation of the attributes of that substance, they themselves arrogantly claim 
to have apprehended God’s substance. 
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posite is the case. It is to be expected that the very substance of 


God is incomprehensible to everyone except the Only-Begotten 
and the Holy Spirit. But we are led up from the activities of God 
and gain knowledge of the Maker through what he has made, 
and so come in this way to an understanding of his goodness 
and wisdom. For what can be known about God is that which God has 
manifested [Rom 1.19] to all human beings. 

Since whatever the theologians seem to have recorded about 
the substance of God has been expressed in figurative language 
or even in allegories, the words transport us to other notions. 
Hence if someone should contentiously stand by the mere let- 
ter, taking it in its obvious interpretation without duly examin- 
ing it, he has strayed into the myths of the Jews [Ti 1.14] and silly 
old wives’ tales [1 Tm 4.7], and he will grow old in abject pov- 
erty, devoid of worthy concepts about God. For in addition to 
thinking that the substance of God is something material and 
thereby agreeing with the Greek atheists, he will also suppose 
that it is complex and composite. For example, the prophet de- 
scribes God as like amber from his loins upward and composed of fire 
below [Ezek 8.2]. Whoever does not ascend, by means of the let- 
ter, to the loftier notions and somehow sticks to the corporeal 
descriptions of the passage learns from Ezekiel that this is what 
the substance of God is like. Then again, he will hear from Mo- 
ses that God is fire [Dt 4.24]. In addition, the wise man Daniel 
will lead him to other suppositions.” Hence when he reads the 


-scriptures he will find in them images which are not only false 


but also in conflict with one another. 

Therefore, putting aside this idle curiosity about the sub- 
stance since it is unattainable, we ought to obey the simple ad- 
vice of the Apostle, who said: One must first believe that God exists 
and that he rewards those who seek him [Heb 11.6]. For it is not 
the investigation of what he is, but rather the confession that he 
is, which prepares salvation for us. Therefore, since it has been 
demonstrated that the substance of God is incomprehensible 
to human nature and completely ineffable, it remains that we 
must thoroughly examine unbegottenness itself, both what it is 


93. See Dn 7.9-10. © 
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and how it is considered in the case of the God of the universe. 
[1.15] So, then, when we reflect upon the matter, we find that 
our notion of unbegottenness does not fall under the examina- 
tion of ‘what it is, ™ but rather—and here I am forced to speak 
this way—under the examination of ‘what it is like.” When our 
mind scrutinizes whether God who is over all [Rom 9.5] has some 
cause superior to himself, then, unable to conceptualize any, it 
designates the fact that his life is without beginning as ‘unbegot- 
ten.’ When we talk about human beings and say that this person 
.has come from that person, we are not relating the ‘what it is’ of 
each but the ‘from where he has come.’ Similarly, when we talk 
about God, the term ‘unbegotten’ does not signify his ‘what’ 
but that he is ‘from no source.’ 
_ My point can be clarified as follows. When Luke the evange- 
list recounted the genealogy of our God and Savior Jesus Christ 
according to the flesh, he worked his way backwards from the 
last to the first.® He began with Joseph, saying that he was the 
son of Heli, who was the son of Matthan. He traced the lineage 
similarly all the way back to Adam. When he reached the end, 
he said that Seth came from Adam but that Adam came from 
God, and stopped there. In narrating the begetting of each per- 
son, he did not indicate the substances of those enumerated but 
recounted the proximate origin from which each one came. So, 
just as Luke said that Adam came from God, let us ask ourselves: 
“Did God come from anyone?” Isn’t it obvious in each one of 
our minds that God came from no one? Clearly, that which is 
‘from no one’ is ‘without origin,’ and that which is ‘without ori- 
gin’ is ‘unbegotten.’ Therefore, just as being “from someone’ 
is not the substance when we are talking about human beings, 
so too when we are talking about the God of the universe it is 
not possible to say that ‘unbegotten’ (which is equivalent to say- 
ing ‘from no one’) is the substance. Whoever says that being 
‘without origin’ is the substance equates himself with someone 


94. Gr. tò ti oti. The expression is Aristotelian, and refers to the substance 
of a thing (see, for example, Metaph. Z, 4); the phrase was translated into Latin 
as essentia, whence our English word ‘essence.’ 

95. Gr. TÒ ÖNWG ÈOTYV. 

96. See Lk 3.23-38. 
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who, when asked, “What is the substance of Adam? What is his 
nature?” replies that he is not formed from the copulation of a 
man and a woman, but rather by the divine hand. The recipient 
of such a reply may object: “I am not seeking the manner of his 
subsistence but rather the material substrate of the man him- 
self. Your response has not answered my question.”” So, then, 
this is how it is for those of us who have learned from the term 
‘unbegotten’ what God is like rather than his very nature. 

[1.16] Generally speaking, if anyone wants to understand the 
truth of what we are saying, let him examine what he does when 
he wants to get some idea of the things concerning God and see 
if he arrives at whatever is signified by ‘unbegotten.’ As I see it, 
when we stretch our mind toward the ages to come, we say that 
the life not limited by any boundary is ‘without end.’ Similarly, 
when we ascend in our thoughts to that which is beyond the 
ages and peer upon the boundlessness of the life of God as if 
upon some vast ocean, we are unable to apprehend any origin 
from which he has come. Rather, we think of the life of God as 
always outside of and exceeding whatever we can conceive, and 
call the fact that his life is without beginning ‘unbegotten.’ For 
the notion of ‘unbegotten’ is this: that it does not have the ori- 
gin of its being from another source. 

But since ‘unbegotten’ is considered only with respect to the 
God of the universe, Eunomius has seized upon the most harm- 
ful thing of all for his blasphemy against the Only-Begotten. 
What does he say next? 


But if God is unbegotten as in the preceding demonstration, he could 
never admit a begetting which would result in his giving a share of his 
own proper nature to the one who is begotten, and he would escape all 
comparison or fellowship with the one who is begotten. 


What a shameless and wicked blasphemy! What hidden deceit 
and subtle villainy [Acts 13.10]! It is exactly as though he speaks 
with the very wiles of the devil [Eph 6.11]! Since he wants to show 
that the only-begotten Son and God is unlike the God and Fa- 
ther, he keeps silent about the names of ‘Father’ and ‘Son,’ and 


97. On “material substrate,” see Eun. 2.4, and the note there. 
98. Eunomius, Apol. 9.1-3 (EW 42). 
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simply discusses the ‘unbegotten’ and the ‘begotten.’ He con- 
ceals the names that belong to the saving faith and hands over 
the doctrines of his blasphemy unveiled. He does this so that, 
once he has practiced his impiety first with things and then 
shifted to persons,” he might not seem to have said anything 
slanderous while maintaining that his blasphemy has been prov- 
en, as if it follows as a consequence of his reasoning. 
“But if God is unbegotten,” he says, “he would escape all 
comparison or fellowship with the one who is begotten.” He 
did not say ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ but ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begot- 
ten.’ This great misdeed of his is one thing, but look at what 
the second is like: “But if God is unbegotten,” he says, “he could 
never admit a begetting.” And he adds: “which would result in 
his giving a share of his own proper nature to the one who is 
begotten.” The phrase “he could never admit a begetting” has 
two meanings: (1) that begetting is not applicable to his proper 
nature, since it is impossible for an unbegotten nature to come 
under begetting, and (2) that he does not admit of generating 
another. Eunomius used the phrase according to the second 
meaning, but he seizes the masses by the first notion. That this 
is his plan is clearly shown by what follows. For after he said that 
“he could never admit a begetting,” he added: “which would 
result in his giving a share of his own proper nature to the one 
-who is begotten.” This is the consequence of the second notion: 
he does not admit of becoming Father, and so he does not “give 
a share of his own proper nature to the one who is begotten.” 
What could be more bitter than this impiety? Who has ever spo- 
ken such wickedness to heaven? [Ps 72.8] 
[1.17] For my part, I fear that if we put another’s blasphemies 
on our lips, we might defile our own mind and come to share in 
their condemnation. But there is a passage in the gospels that 


comforts me. When the Holy Spirit reports the blasphemy of 


the Jews against the Lord, he does not refuse to transmit it to 
future generations and publicly records their blasphemy for all 
time without inflicting any blasphemy on the immaculate glory 


99. In other words, Eunomius first speaks in terms of “things” or “imperson- 
. al objects” (npdypata), that is, the ‘unbegotten’ and the ‘begotten,’ and then 
switches to speaking in terms of persons (npdowna), that is, ‘Father’ and ‘Son.’ 
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of the Only-Begotten.'” So if “he could never admit a beget- 
ting which would result in his giving a share of his own proper 
nature to the one who is begotten,” then God is not Father and 
there is no. ... It is better for us to leave this blasphemous state- 
ment incomplete.” For the former has nothing to do with be- 
getting, and the latter does not have a share in the nature of the 
one who has begotten him. 

He next tries to outdo himself, inventing a new way to prove 
his blasphemy. He does not issue anything close to a retraction, 
but contentiously uses what comes after to conceal what he men- 
tioned before. What did he dare to say? “He would escape all 
comparison or fellowship with the one who is begotten.” If there 
is no comparison of the Son with the Father and no fellowship 
with the one who has begotten him, the apostles are liars and 
the gospels are liars. But our Lord Jesus Christ is the Truth itself. 
As for me, I once again shudder at the blasphemy, yet it is easy 
for everyone to recognize it. If he has no comparison whatsoever 
with the Father, how could he say to Philip: Have I been with you for 
so long a time and you do not see me, Philip [Jn 14.9]?! How could 
he say: The one who sees me sees the one who sent me [Jn 12.45]? How 
could the Son show in himself the one who neither admits com- 
parison nor possesses any fellowship with him? That which is un- 
known is not comprehended through that which is unlike and 
foreign to it, but it is natural for something to become known 
by what has affinity with it.’ In this way the features of a seal are 
perceived by means of its impression, and the archetype is known 
through its image, since by comparing them, it is clear that there 
is identity in each." 


100. See Mt 26.65, Mk 14.64, Lk 5.21, and Jn 10.33. 

101. See Eun. 2.15 for another example of Basil’s horror at expressing what 
he considers a terrible blasphemy. 

102. Basil's citation replaces the standard reading “you do not know me” 
(odK Eyvwkas pe) with “you do not see me” (oby Edpaxds pe). 

103. Basil is not merely stating the ordinary meaning of the idea that “like is 
known by like,” in which the knowing agent must be like the object of knowledge 
in order for the agent to acquire knowledge of the object. Here Basil is saying 
that that which makes the unknown thing known to us must be like that thing. 

104. Gr. Sndovéti tiv év éxatépw tavtdtyta. The phrase means either that 
there is something identical in each or that they are identical. We prefer to re- 
tain the ambiguity of the Greek. l 
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[1.18] Hence, through this one blasphemy he rejects all the 
terms handed down by the Holy Spirit for the glorification of 
the Only-Begotten, even though the gospel teaches that the Fa- 
ther, God, has set his seal upon him (Jn 6.27], and the Apostle that 
he is the image of the invisible God [Col 1.15]. He is not a lifeless 
image, nor handmade, nor a product of art or conceptualiza- 
tion, but a living image, or rather self-existent life which always 
preserves the indistinguishability, not by likeness of shape, but 
in his very substance. In my opinion, I say that existing in the form 
of God [Phil 2.6] means the same as “existing in the substance of 
God.” For just as having taken up the form of a slave [Phil 2.7] sig- 
nifies that our Lord was begotten in the substance of humanity, 
so too saying existing in the form of God [Phil 2.6] certainly reveals 
_ the distinctive feature of the divine substance. The one who sees 
me, he says, sees the Father [Jn 14.9}. 

When Eunomius alienates the Only-Begotten from the Fa- 
ther and utterly separates him from fellowship with the Father, 
he cuts off (insofar as he can) the way upward to knowledge!” 
that occurs through the Son. While the Lord says: All that the 
Father has is mine [Jn 17.10], Eunomius says that the Father has 
no fellowship whatsoever with the one who comes from him. In 
addition, the Lord himself has taught us that as the Father has 
life in himself, so he has granted also to the Son to have life in him- 
self [Jn 5.26]. But what has Eunomius taught us? That the one 
who is begotten has no comparison with the one who has begot- 
ten him. Through this one statement he once and for all does 
away with the account of the image and denies that the Son is 
the Father’s radiance and the character of his subsistence [Heb 1.3]. 
Now it is impossible to conceive an image of something that is 
incomparable or for there to be a radiance of something with 
which it has no fellowship by nature. But once again, he persists 
in the same kind of scheme, saying that “the unbegotten has no 
comparison with the begotten.” He does not say “the Father has 
no comparison with the one from him” in order to demonstrate 


105. Gr. Tij¢ ywwoews dvodov. There are possible allusions here to Plato, R. 
517bs (the upward journey from the cave to the sun of the intelligible realm) 
and Jn 14.6 (Christ is “the way, the truth, and the life”). 


AGAINST EUNOMIUS 1.18-19 119 


the opposition between these words,” thereby transferring this 
opposition to the very substance of the Father and the Son. 
[1.19] In order to keep our treatise from becoming exces- 


_ sively long by going through each of his blasphemies and try- 


ing to correct everything he said, we will omit those passages 
whose impiety is obvious and immediately manifest to those 
who read them. Instead, we will adduce those passages which 
need some argument for their refutation. After he established 
in manifold ways that the Father’s substance has no fellowship 
with the Son and demonstrated the absurdity in every way (or 
so he thinks) ,!” he adds: 


Now they would certainly not say the following: that while the substance 
is common to both, it is due to order and to superiorities based on time 
that the one is a first and the other a second, This is because the cause 
of pre-eminence must be present in that which is pre-eminent, but nei- 
ther time nor age nor order has been joined with the substance of God. 
For order is secondary to the orderer, but nothing which belongs to 
God has been ordered by another. Time is a certain kind of motion of 
the stars, but the stars came into being not only later than the substance 
of the unbegotten and all the intelligibles, but also later than the pri- 
mary bodies. Do we even need to speak about ages? For scripture clearly 
declares: Before the ages God exists [Ps 54.20].' 


In the course of the treatise he has presupposed whatever he 
wanted and drawn what follows from his presuppositions. Then, 
diving headlong into absurd notions, he thinks that from this 
reasoning he has demonstrated the necessity of accepting his 
own doctrines. He says: “they would not say the following: that 
while the substance is common to both, it is due to order and to 
superiorities based on time that the one is a first and the other 
a second.” So, then, if he is speaking of the commonality of the 
substance, conceiving it to be a kind of doling out and division 
of pre-existent matter into the things that come from it, this 


106. That is, ‘unbegotten’ and ‘begotten.’ 

107. That is, the absurdity Eunomius believes to result from attributing com- 
monality of substance to Father and Son. In the part of Apol. 9 which Basil skips, 
Eunomius sets up the consequences that follow from making the substance 
common, which according to him results in “many absurdities, or rather, blas- 
phemies” (Apol. 9.6-7 [EW 42]). 

108. Eunomius, Apol. 10.1-9 (EW 44). 
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understanding is unacceptable to us. God forbid! We declare 
that those who speak in this way (if indeed anyone really does) 
are no less impious than those who affirm the ‘unlike. ’!” But if 
someone takes the commonality of the substance to mean that 
one and the same formula of being is observed in both, such 
that if, hypothetically speaking, the Father is conceived of as 
light in his substrate, then the substance of the Only-Begotten 
is also confessed as light, and whatever one may assign to the 
Father as the formula of his being, the very same also applies to 
the Son. If someone takes the commonality of the substance in 
this way, we accept it and claim it as our doctrine. For this is how 
divinity is one. Clearly, their unity is conceived to be a matter of 
the formula of the substance. Hence while there is difference in 
number and in the distinctive features that characterize each, 
their unity is observed in the formula of the divinity. 

[1.20] Now that we have determined in what way we need 
to understand the commonality of the substance, let’s closely 
examine what comes next to see if it has any connection with 
what came before. He says: “it is due to order and to superiori- 
ties based on time that the one is a first and the other a second.” 


In the case of things whose substance is common, why is it nec- ` 


essary for them to be subject to order and to be secondary to 
time? For it is impossible that the God of the universe has not 
co-existed from eternity with his image who has radiated light 
non-temporally, that he does not have a connection with him 
that is not only beyond time but also beyond all ages. And so he 
is called the radiance [Heb 1.3] that we may understand his con- 
nection, ™ and the character of his subsistence [Heb 1.3] that we 
may learn that he is of the same substance.'” 

Furthermore, there is an order which is natural and another 
which comes about by deliberation. On the one hand, order is 
natural when it is a question of the order which is arranged for 
created beings according to the rationales of their creation, the 


109. Basil here refers to Eunomius and his Heteroousian associates. 

110. Gr. kad’ bnd8earv. ; 

111. Gr. 16 guvnupévov. That is, the Son’s connection with the Father. 

112. Gr. tò 6uoobatov. This is the only place in Eun. where Basil describes 
the Son as homoousios with the Father. 
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position of countables,’” and the relation of causes to their ef- 
fects. (Now it has already been agreed upon that God is Maker 
and Creator of nature itself.) On the other hand, order comes 
about by deliberation and art when it is a question of structures 
that are built, subjects of learning, logical propositions,''* and 
such things. But Eunomius concealed the first kind of order 
and mentioned only the second kind, saying that one ought not 
to posit order in the case of God since “order is secondary to the 
orderer.” He has either not understood or purposely concealed 
the fact that there is a kind of order which is not established by 
our imposing it but which is found in the natural sequence of 
things. An example of the latter is the kind of order between 
fire and the light which comes from it. In these cases we say that 
the cause is prior and that which comes from it is secondary. We 
do not separate these things from one another by an interval, 
but through reasoning we conceptualize the cause as prior to 
the effect. So, then, in the case of things in which there is a pri- 
or and a secondary, how is it reasonable to deny that there is an 
order which exists not by our imposing it, but from the natural 
sequence that exists in them? 

Why, then, does he refuse to accept that there is s order in 
God? He thinks that if he has demonstrated that priority in 
God is conceivable in no other way, then he is demonstrating 
that the only remaining option is that God has pre-eminence 
according to the substance itself. But we say that the Father is. 
ranked prior to the Son in terms of the relation that causes have 
with what comes from them, not in terms of a difference of na- 
ture or a pre-eminence based on time. Otherwise, we will deny 
even the very fact that God is the Father since difference in sub- 
stance! precludes their natural connection. 

[1.21] Since this man who is wise in everything has proceed- 
ed to give us a definition of the nature of time, let’s investigate 
whether his thinking on the matter is solid and circumspect. He 
says that “time is a certain kind of motion of the stars,” clearly 
meaning the sun, the moon, and the rest of the stars in which 


113. That is, the numbers used to count have a natural sequential order. 
114. Gr. &&tdpaot. Or, “axioms.” 
115. Gr. kata tiv obaiav GAAOTPLOTH]S. 
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there is the power to move by themselves. What, then, will this 
expert in astronomical phenomena declare is the interval from 
the coming-to-be of heaven and earth until the making of the 
stars? For the one who in the power of the Spirit recorded the 
cosmogony clearly said that the great lights and the rest of the 
stars came to be on the fourth day.!!* Therefore, it seems as if 
there was no time during the preceding days. The stars, you see, 
were not moving yet. For how could they, when they had not 
come to be at the beginning? And again, when Joshua the son 
of Nun was waging war against the Gibeonites, and the sun, 
constrained by a command, remained unmoved, and the moon 
stood still,” was there not time in these circumstances? What, 
then, should we call the interval of that day? What designation 
have you dreamt up for it? If the nature of time has failed, clear- 
ly an age™® takes its place. But if you designate a small part of 
the day as an age, is there any excess of folly left to surpass? It 
seems that because of his great sagacity he thinks that day and 
night happen by a certain kind of motion of the stars, but that 
these are parts of time. For this reason he declared that “time is 
a certain kind of motion of the stars,” not realizing what he said. 
It was more appropriate to say, not “a certain kind of” motion,” 
but rather (if I may) “a certain amount of” motion.!”° But who 
is so completely childlike in his thinking so as not to know that 
days and months and seasons and years are measures of time, 
not parts? Rather, time is the extension coextensive with the ex- 
istence of the cosmos. All motion is measured by time, whether 
of the stars, of living creatures, or of anything else that moves. 
On the basis of time we say that one thing is quicker or slower 
than another. The quicker is what traverses a longer interval in 
less time; the slower is what moves a shorter interval in more 
time. But since the stars move in time, he declares that they are 
the creators of time. Therefore, it follows from the reasoning 
of this wisest of men that, since dung-beetles also move in time, 
we should define time as a certain kind of movement of dung- 


116, See Gn 1.14-19. 117. See Jos 10.12=13. 
118. Gr. alov. 119. Gr. noiav. 
120. Gr. moony. 
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beetles.!?! For what he says is no different from this, except for 
the dignity of the names. So much for this subject. 
Let’s look at what follows: 


[1.22] Moreover, it is not possible for anything to exist within the sub- 
stance of God,'” such as form or mass or size, on account of the fact 
that God is completely free from composition. But if it neither is nor 
ever could be lawful to imagine any of these things or others like them 
as being linked with the substance of God,'” what sort of account will 
still allow for likening the begotten to the unbegotten? For neither 
likeness nor comparison nor fellowship in substance allows for any pre- 
eminence or difference, but rather they clearly bring about equality, 
and along with the equality they show that one likened or compared is 
unbegotten. But no one is so stupid or so defiant of piety as to say that 
the Son is equal to the Father! For the Lord himself explicitly declared: 
The Father who sent me is greater than I [Jn 14.24 and 28].'*4 


And again, a little later: 


But even though many points have been left in abeyance, I believe that 
what I have already said is sufficient for demonstrating that the one 
God of all things is unbegotten and incomparable.’”° 


Whenever he is about to launch into some wicked argument, he 
anticipates it by making statements with which everyone agrees 
so that through his prudence in these matters no one will disbe- 
lieve him with regard to the rest of what he says. He says: “Noth- 
ing can exist within the substance of God, neither form nor 
mass nor size, on account of the fact that God is completely free 
from composition.” Up to this point he is prudent, but in what 
follows he returns to himself.’** For he tacks on his blasphemy 
as necessarily following from what he has set forth: “But if it nei- 
ther is nor ever could be lawful to imagine any of these things 
or others like them as being linked with the substance of God, 
what sort of account will allow for likening the begotten to the 


121. Dung-beetles were widely detested in antiquity; see, for example, Por- 
phyry, Abst. 4.9, 46-48. 

122. Gr. Tf obcia toð Geod. As Garnier noted (PG 29.561 n. 56), Basil has 
simply specified the referent of Eunomius’s tatty (Apol. 11.1 [EW 46)). 

123. Basil adds “of God” to the text of Eunomius (Apol. 11.5 [EW 46}). 

124. Eunomius, Apol. 11.1-12 (EW 46). 

125. Eunomius, Apol. 11.15-17 (EW 46). 

126. In other words, “he takes up his old tricks once again.” 
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unbegotten?” What sort of logical sequence do these statements 
have with each other: “if God is incomposite, then the Son does 
not admit of likeness to him”? Well, tell me: will you not more 
or less also be affirming that the Son has neither form nor mass 
nor size in himself and that he is completely free from composi- 
tion? 

[1.23] For my part, I do not think that even you are so crazy 
that you would defiantly affirm that the Son is anything other 
than incorporeal and without form and without figure and all 
things whatsoever you would affirm in the case of the Father. 
How, then, is it not in line with piety to compare the one with- 
out form to the one without form? The one without size to the 
one without it? The one without composition to the one without 
composition? But Eunomius considers likeness to be a question 
of form, and equality a question of mass; as for size, whatever he 
thinks it is besides mass he will have to explain more properly.'?” 
“F or this reason,” he says, “he is neither equal nor like, since he 
is both without quantity and without form.”!? But for my part, I 
consider their likeness to consist in this very thing,!? since just 
as the Father is entirely free from composition, so too is the Son 
altogether simple and without composition. Furthermore, one 
does not consider likeness according to the identity of form, but 
rather according to the substance itself. On the one hand, in all 
those things that are associated with shape and figure, likeness 
is considered to be a question of identity of form. On the other 
hand, all that remains for the nature that is without form and 
without shape is that it has likeness in the substance itself, and 
in this case equality is not a question of comparing masses, but 
rather of identity of power. Christ is the power of God [1 Cor 1.24]. 
It is clear that all the Father’s power is contained in him. Hence, 
whatsoever he should see the Father doing, these same the Son does 
likewise [Jn 5.19]. 

But he says: “Neither likeness nor comparison nor fellow- 
` ship in substance allows for any pre-eminence or difference, but 


127. Here Basil mocks Eunomius’s philosophical understanding, since “size” 
and “mass” refer to the same aspect of a corporeal entity. 

128. This is not an exact quotation, but a paraphrase. 

129. That is, being without quantity and without form. 
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rather they clearly bring about equality.” How does this allow 
for no difference? Not even the difference that exists between 
causes and their effects? Then he adds: “But who is so stupid or 
so defiant of piety as to say that the Son is equal to the Father?” 
So, then, let us state a response to him using the words of the 
prophet: You've acquired the face of a whore; you have no shame be- 
fore anyone [Jer 3.3]. The ill repute of these women besmirches 
those who have lived honorably, and Eunomius stigmatizes as 
stupid and defiant of piety those who desire to exalt the glory 
of the Only-Begotten, showing harshness toward them for the 
same reasons that also provoked the Jews when they said: He 
makes himself equal to God [Jn 5.1 8b]. 

[1.24] And yet—and let no one think what I am saying here 
is paradoxical—these people’ somehow or other seem to per - 
ceive the logical consequence of what Jesus said. For they were 
angry that he called God his father [Jn 5.18a]. They inferred what 
follows from this on their own, namely, that he makes himself 
equal to God [Jn 5.18b]. For “he has God as his father” necessar- 
ily entails that “he is equal to him.” Eunomius agrees with the 
first and denies the second, adducing for us the voice of the 
Lord, who says: The Father who sent me is greater than I {Jn 14.24 
and 28]. But hasn’t he heard the Apostle, who said: He did not 
count being equal to God a thing to be grasped [Phil 2.6]?!*! Accord- 
ing to your account, if unbegottenness were the substance and 
the Lord had wanted to indicate pre-eminence according to 
substance, he would have said: “The Unbegotten is greater than 


_ L” But in your account, the designation ‘Father’ signifies activ- 


ity and not substance. So, then, when you say that the Father is 
greater than the Son, you allege that the activity is greater than 
the product. There can be no doubt that every activity corre- 
sponds proportionally to what is produced from it: from a great 
activity come great products, and from a small activity smaller 
products. So in their account, when these people confess that 
the Father is greater than the Son, it means nothing other than 
that they posit that the activity is disproportional to the product 


130. That is, the Jews. 
131. Sesboiié punctuates this sentence as indicative (SC 299.256), but it 
seems better to take it as interrogative. 
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and allege in vain that God has moved in proportion to the mag- 
nitude of his activity without being able to make the end-result 
be equal to his activity. Hence one of the two following alter- 
natives is necessarily mistaken. (1) ‘Father’! does not indicate 
an activity but rather a substance. If this is the case, their con- 
trived account of the likeness is destroyed. For it posits that the 
Son is like the Father, that is, like his activity. It claims that the 
Father did whatever he wanted.’ That’s why they also named 
the Son the image of his will.” (2) But when they stick to this 
position,’ they cannot also declare that the Father is greater. 
For every activity, provided that nothing external opposes it, is 
proportional to its own end-results. So, then, let these things be 
said to refute the contradiction in their teachings. 

_ [1.25] Is there anyone in the world to whom it is not clear 
that greater than [Jn 14.28] is said either according to the account 
of cause, or according to excess of power, or according to pre- 
eminence of dignity, or according to superabundance of mass? 
So, then, Eunomius himself has already said that greater than is 
not to be understood according to mass. Now this is reasonable, 
since greater than is a question of magnitudes to the same extent 
that both ‘lesser than’ and ‘even more so’ are. Who would com- 
pare with one another things uncircumscribed by magnitude, or 
rather things without magnitude and completely without quan- 
tity? In what way would superiority be detected in things whose 
comparison is impossible? 

Saying that Christ the power of God [1 Cor 1.24] is deficient in 
power characterizes those who are altogether infantile and have 
not heard the voice of the Lord, who said: I and the Father are one 
[Jn 10.30]. The Lord takes this one as- equality in power, as we 


132. Gr. tov Tlatépa. But Basil seems to be using ‘Father’ as a term, i.e., TÒ 
Tlatépa. 

133. A paraphrase of Eunomius, Apol. 23.22. 

134. Designating the Son as “the image of the will of the Father” goes back 
to the earliest stages of the fourth-century Trinitarian debates. Jt was a teaching 
of Asterius; see Fragment 10 (Markus Vinzent, Asterius von Kappadokien: Die the- 
ologischen Fragmente [Leiden: Brill, 1993], 86). It is also affirmed in the Second 
Creed of the Dedication Council held at Antioch in 341 (preserved in Athana- 
sius, Syn. 23.3). 

135. That is, that ‘Father’ indicates activity. 
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will show from the very words of the gospel. For after he said 
concerning believers: No one will snatch them from my hand [Jn 
10.28] and: The Father who gave them to me is greater than all, and 
no one is able to snatch them from the hand of my Father [Jn 10.29}, 
he added: I and the Father are one [Jn 10.30]. Clearly, he takes 
this one as equality and identity in power. Furthermore, if the 
‘throne of God’ is a name of dignity (as we ourselves believe 
it to be), what else does this seat reserved for the Son at the 
right hand of the Father signify if not the equal honor of their 
rank? The Lord also promised that he would come in the glory of 
the Father (Mt 16.27]. 

All that remains, then, is that greater than is said here accord- 
ing to the account of cause. Since the Son’s principle comes 
from the Father, it is in this sense that the Father is greater, as 
cause and principle. For this reason too the Lord said the fol- 
lowing: The Father is greater than I [Jn 14.28], clearly meaning 
insofar as he is Father. But what else does ‘Father’ signify, other 
than that he is the cause and the principle of the one begot- 
ten from him? Generally speaking, a substance is not said to be 
greater or lesser than a substance, even according to your wis- 
dom.!?” Hence, according to them!* and truth itself, there is 
no way in which the present account of greater than can indicate 
pre-eminence according to substance.'” In addition, Eunomius 
himself would not claim that the Father is greater according to 
mass, since he has declared that one must not suppose mag- 
nitude in connection with God.!® So, then, all that remains is 
the way of being greater than that we have stated, I mean that of 
principle and of cause.” So, then, such is how he attempted to 
blaspheme against greater than. 

[1.26] It is worthy of astonishment that in such a short time 
he has come around to saying things that are as contradicto- 


196. See Mt 5.34, 23.22; Heb 12.2; and Rv 7.15, 22.1, 22.3. 

137. See Aristotle, Cat. 5 (3b33-4a9): obaia does not admit of a more and 
a less. 

138. That is, Greek philosophers. 

139. That is, there is no way the account of greater than according to the ac- 
count of cause can indicate pre-eminence according to substance. 

_ 140. See Eunomius, Apol. 11.1-g, discussed in Eun. 1.22-23. 
141. Cf. Athanasius, Ar 1.58. 
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ry as possible, as if he had been struck in the eyes of his soul 
with a certain blindness and was unable to perceive the conflict 
among his statements. Thus he appears to be so utterly foreign 
to the peace of God—which peace our Lord left with those who 
genuinely and sincerely believe in him, when he said: Peace I 
leave with you; my peace I give to you [Jn 14.27]—that he contends 
not only with others, but even with himself! For after he said 
that the God and Father is greater than the only-begotten Son 
and accused of being mad those who claim that he is equal, as 
if he had incontrovertible proofs of this, look at what sort of 
things he writes a little further on: 


But even though many points have been left in abeyance, I believe that 
what I have already said is sufficient for demonstrating that the one 
God of all things is unbegotten and incomparable." 


Now let this question be put to him: if God is incomparable, on 
what grounds can one comprehend his superiority? For that 
which is greater than is considered to be so by comparison with 
things that are inferior. So, then, how can the same one be both 
greater than and incomparable? On the one hand, to demon- 
strate that the substance of God differs from that of the Son, he 
accepts that greater than is said as a comparison between different 
substances. On the other hand, to bring the Only-Begotten once 
again down to equal honor with the creation, he lays it down as a 
law that the Father is incomparable, fabricating a novel and truly 
incomparable road to blasphemy! Indeed, on the pretense of el- 
evating the God and Father and making him unique, he belittles 
the glory of the only-begotten Son and God, even though the 
Lord testifies against this, saying: The one who does not honor the 
Son does not honor the Father [Jn 5.23], and: The one who denies me 
does not deny me but rather the one who sent me [Lk 10.16]. 

But the enemy of truth, who causes them to say and write 
such things, has seen that if he can blind them with respect to 
_ their understanding of the glory of the Only-Begotten, he will 
also remove along with it the knowledge of the God and Father 
himself. Hence, even if they seem to attribute certain superi- 
orities to the God and Father, it is of no benefit to those who 


142. Eunomius, Apol. 2 1.1527 (EW 46). 
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remove the knowledge of the way which leads to him.’ For 
the Jews also think they glorify God, and anyone can listen to 
Greeks who wish to say something great about God. Neverthe- 
less, no one can say that they magnify God [Lk 1.46] without 
faith in Christ, through whom there is access to knowledge. 

[1.27] So, then, he says that God is incomparable in order to 
indicate that the Son is equal to creation, in that he falls short 
of the glory of the Father to a similar degree. For things that are 
inferior by an equal measure are necessarily equal to one an- 
other.“ In the account of Eunomius, the only-begotten Son is 
inferior to the God and Father to the same extent that all other 
things are inferior to the God and Father. That which is incom- 
parable is such that it is unapproachable and unattainable by 
all to a similar degree. But if the Son falls short of the Father to 
an extent equal to other things, then he is equal to those things 
along with which he falls short. What, then, could the Jews say 
that would be worse than this blasphemy? Could we hear any- 
thing worse from the Greeks? These men™ do not even blush 
when they make a pretense of honoring the Word of God while 
expounding teachings that Jews and Greeks would find agree- 
able and acceptable! If the Son cannot be compared with the 
Father, just as the angels cannot, nor the heavens, nor the sun, 
nor the earth, nor any of the animals or plants on it, how will 
he be different from creatures with which he has affinity? Then 
again, on what basis will he have affinity with the one who has 
begotten him? He says: J and the Father are one [Jn 10. 30]. 

Let’s think about this text once more. Tell me this: aren’t 
these the words of someone comparing himself? What do I 
mean by “someone comparing himself”? I mean that he is mak 
ing himself one (so to speak) with the Father and by these words 
expressing their indistinguishability of nature. But Eunomius 
declares that God is incomparable. Now the goodness of our 
God and Savior Jesus Christ leads human beings (insofar as we 
are capable of it) to likeness to the God of the universe through 


143. See Jn 14.6. 
144. Basil here draws on the mathematical principle that two things equal to 
some third thing are equal to each other: if A=C and B=C, then A=B. 
' 145. That is, Eunomius and his associates. 
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practice and training in good works—when he was among us he 
said: Be perfect as your heavenly Father is perfect [Mt 5.8]. But Euno- 
mius deprives (insofar as he is able to do so) the Only-Begotten 
of the affinity that he has by nature with the one who has be- 
gotten him. And yet even on this point his account will come 
around to a contradiction. For if the Father is incomparable 
where will he find a basis to advance proofs for the unlikeness 
of the Son? If he says that he has found the unlikeness by com- 
paring the substances with one another, then how is such a one 

incomparable? And if he is utterly incomparable, then how was 
he able to recognize the difference? Thus it seems that evil is 
opposed not only to the good but also to itself. 


On the Son 


BOOK TWO 


fe) OW THAT HE HAS secretly prepared his blasphemies 
against the Son of God in his arguments about the God 
of the universe (at least to the extent that he was able 
to do so), it remains for Eunomius to unleash his tongue against 
the only-begotten God. What does he say, then? 


- The Son is also one, for he is the Only-Begotten. Now it would be pos- 


sible to get rid of all concern and trouble associated with this subject 
simply by quoting the sayings of the saints in which they declare that 
the Son is both something begotten and something made, thereby 
making the difference in substance clear by the distinctions in the 
names. Yet because of those who assume that this begetting is corpo- 
real and stumble over homonymies,' it is perhaps necessary to speak 
briefly about these matters too.” 


That’s what Eunomius says. But as I see it, if it is necessary to 
think about his entire discussion as a fictitious exercise such as 
those assigned to boys in schools of vanity for practice in mak- 
ing a lie plausible—for Eunomius acts quite similarly to these 
people, and everything he does resembles shadowboxing: he 
picks a fight against accusers who do not exist, makes an apol- 
ogy against an accusation which has never been made, and 
delivers a discourse for judges who are nowhere to be found— 
now if it is necessary to take his words in this way, for my part 


1. Gr. taŭ duwvupiac, According to Aristotle, “those things are said to be 
homonyms that have only their name in common, and have a different account 
of the substance corresponding to the name” (Cai. 1, 1a1-2; trans. Strange 40). 
Eunomius does fot make a distinction between homonyms and homonymy as 
some Neoplatonist commentators do; see Porphyry, in. Cat. 61, 1-2 Busse. 

2. Eunomius, Apol. 12.1-6 (EW 46-48). 
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I choose to forgo the investigation and advise everyone to pay 
no attention to what he has said. But if he is promising to do 
something more than this and many have come to suspect that 
he has some concern for the truth, then it is altogether neces- 
sary to correct each of his statements as best we can. What kind 
of investigation, then, would be more just than a comparison 
of his arguments with the teachings that the Spirit gave us? We 
will accept whatever we find that agrees with them, but give no 
credence to what is contrary to them and flee from such things 
as from an enemy. l 

[2.2] First of all, then, he needs to show us the following: 
Which of the saints called Christ ‘something begotten’ and 
‘something made’?? What scriptural passages demonstrate this? 
If he bases his claims on the statement of blessed Peter record- 
ed in the Acts of the Apostles, where he says: Let all the house of 
Israel know that God has made him Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom 
you crucified [Acts 2.36], first of all this testimony has no connec- 
tion to the issue at hand. For though he promised to show that 
the saints called the Son ‘something made,’ he furnishes testi- 
mony about the God and Father, that he has made [Acts 2.36]. 
After all, not even Eunomius would claim that it is legitimate for 
him, in discussions of such great importance, to dream up any 
derivations and transformations of terms.‘ If we will suffer chas- 
tisement on the day of judgment even for an idle word [Mt 12.36], 
there can be no doubt that we will have to render an account 
for innovation in matters of such great importance. 

Perhaps the divine word has taught us that something is said 
fittingly in the case of the God and Father, but the same is not 
applicable to the Only-Begotten—a fact which the Holy Spirit 
indicates by his silence. So, then, when he alters the form of 
the phrase he has made [Acts 2.36] so as to call the Maker of the 
universe ‘something made,’ how is this not fraught with dan- 


3. Gr. yévvna Kal toinua. We have chosen to translate these terms in this 
way in order to make Basil’s grammatical argument clearer. They could also be 
translated, respectively, ‘offspring’ and ‘product/work.’ 

4. Gr. napaywydc tivas Kal rapacxnpatiopovs. Basil here uses technical gram- 
matical vocabulary. “Derivation” (napaywyń) is the formation of one word from 
another by altering its ending through the appendage of component. “Trans- 


_ formation” (napacxnpatiopds) is the change of a word’s grammatical form. 


AGAINST EUNOMIUS 2.1-3 | 133 


ger? If such a designation had been suitable for him, the Spirit 
would not have passed over it in silence. When scripture refers 
to creation, we do find the designation ‘something made’ de- 
rived from ‘he made,’ but when referring to the Son of God, 
we no longer find it. In the beginning God made the heaven and 
the earth [Gn 1.1]. And again: I meditated on the things made by 
your hands [Ps 142.5]. And: From the creation of the world his invis- 
ible things have been clearly perceived, understood by the things that 
have been made [Rom 1.20]. Thus scripture employs the term in 
those cases in which it is useful; in the case of our Lord and 
Savior Jesus Christ it is passed over in silence as unsuitable for 
the splendor of his glory. Now scripture is not ashamed to desig- 
nate the Lord of glory [1 Cor 2.8] as axe [Mt 3.10] and cornerstone 
[Eph 2.20] and a stone that will make men stumble and a rock that 
will make them fall [1 Pt 2.8; Is 8.14] and other such things which 
do not seem be very reverential when apprehension of the sig- 
nification of the names is lacking. But nowhere at all does scrip- 
ture call him ‘something made.’ Eunomius, however, says that 
he took this word from the saints themselves, in order to im- 
plicate through his chicanery not only the saints from his own 
time but also those from long ago. 

{2.3] The danger of such ventures is not the only reason 
he should not change the form of the names of the Lord on 
his own authority. There is another: it was not the intention of 
the Apostle to communicate to us the subsistence® of the Only- 
Begotten before the ages, which is the subject at hand. Clearly, 
he is not talking about the very substance of God the Word, 
who was in the beginning with God [Jn 1.2], but about the one 
who emptied himself in the form of a slave {Phil 2.7], became simi- 
lar in form to the body of our lowliness [Phil 3.21], and was cruci- 
fied through weakness [2 Cor 13.4]. Everyone who has paid even 
marginal attention to the intent of the Apostle’s text recognizes 
that he does not teach us in the mode of theology, but hints 
at the reasons of the economy.’ He says: God has made him Lord 


5. Basil claims that Eunomius has derived the word poiéma (“something 
made”) from epoiése (“he has made”). 

6. Gr. bndotaoty. 

7. To engage in theology, for Basil, is to think of Christ’s eternal divine be- 
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and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified [Acts 2.36]. By using the 
demonstrative pronoun® he makes a clear reference to his hu- 
manity and to what all saw. But Eunomius transfers the expres- 
sion ‘he made’ to the original begetting of the Only-Be ae 
In addition, it causes him no shame that the term Tonk doks 
not name a substance but rather is a name of authority. Hence 
he who said: God made him Lord and Christ [Acts 2.36] i s sak 
ing of his rule and power over all, which the Father re a 
to him. He is not describing his arrival at being. We will demon- 
pine these eas a little later when we refute him for adducing 
estimonies drawn from i i 
Wena ae ae the scripture in a way contrary to the 
Let’s now proceed to the next point in his treatise. So, then 
why is this name of interest to him? Why in the world does he 
attempt to designate the Maker of the universe as ‘somethin 
made? Self&deceived by his dishonest sophism, he thinks 
“the difference in substance is made clear by the distinctions 
in the names.” [2.4] But what sane person would agree with 
this logic that there must be a difference of substances for those 
things whose names are distinct? For the designations of Peter 
and Paul and of all people in general are different, but there 
is a single substance for all of them. For this reason in most 
respects we are the same as one another, but it is only due to 
the distinguishing marks" considered in connection with each 
one of us that we are different, each from the other. Hence the 
designations do not signify the substances, but rather the dis- 
tinctive features! that characterize the individual. So whenever 
we hear ‘Peter,’ the name does not cause us to think of his sub- 
stance—now by ‘substance’ I mean the material substrate which 
the name itself cannot ever signify'*’—but rather the notion of 


ie in epee from his works. He distinguishes this from thinking of the 
momy of Christ’s saving actions. On this distincti 
a ats g ons. On this distinction, see Eun. 2.15 and Intro- 

8. That is, this Jesus. Q. See Eun. 2.14-15 

10. Eunomius, Apol. 12.9-4 (EW 48). 11. Gr. Toig dtdpao. 

12. Gr. Tov iĝioTŇTWV. 

13. There are textual problems with this parenthetical phrase. When Greg- 
A of Nyssa quoted it in his own Against Eunomius, he inserted an ou, making 
the phrase negative: “now by ‘substance’ I do not mean the material substrate 
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the distinguishing marks’* that are considered in connection 
with him is impressed upon our mind. For as soon as we hear 
the sound of this designation, we immediately think of the son 
of Jonah,” the man from Bethsaida,'* the brother of Andrew," 
the one summoned from the fishermen to the ministry of the 
apostolate,’* the one who because of the superiority of his faith 
was charged with the building up of the church.!° None of these 
is his substance, understood as subsistence. Hence the name 
determines for us the character of Peter. It cannot ever com- 
municate the substance itself. Likewise, when we hear ‘Paul,’ 
we think of a concurrence of other distinguishing marks: the 
man from Tarsus,” the Hebrew,” as to the law a Pharisee,”* the 
disciple of Gamaliel, the zealous persecutor of the churches 
of God,” the man who was brought to knowledge by a terrify- 
ing vision,” the Apostle to the Gentiles.2” All these things are 
encompassed by the single term ‘Paul.’ 

Moreover, if it were true that the substances of things whose 


—_——— 
which no name can ever signify” (Eun. Il/5.22 [GNO 2: 168.2-3}). One fam- 
ily of manuscripts for Basil’s Eun. makes the same “learned” correction of this 
passage, though this family is generally less reliable. Furthermore, one ms. of 
Gregory's Eun. omits the ou. The textual problem is not without doctrinal im- 
port: some scholars have taken Gregory's emendation to reflect a general dif- 
ference between Basil and Gregory in how they understand the term ousia, with 
Basil’s view being more Stoic and Gregory's more Platonist. This interpretation 
of the philosophical background to Basil and Gregory on substance is, accord- 
ing to us, mistaken. For discussion, see Reinhard Hubner, “Gregor von Nyssa als 
Vorfasser der Sog. Ep. 38 des Basilius: Zum unterschiedlichen Verstandnis der 
odaia bei den kappadozischen Brüdern,” in Jacques Fontaine and Charles Kan- 
nengiesser, eds., Epektasis: Mélanges Patristiques Offertes au Cardinal Jean Daniélou 
(Paris: Beauschesne, 1972), 463-90; David G. Robertson, “Stoic and Aristote- 
lian Notions of Substance in Basil of Caesarea,” Vigiliae Christianae 52 (1998): 
393-417. At P. 415» Robertson comments on Eun. 2.4 that “if this is Stoic con- 
ceptuality, then it is either confused or heavily adapted.” Note that in his early 
letter to Apollinarius (assuming authenticity), Basil explicitly rules out a mate- 
rial substrate in the case of God: Ep. 361.17. 


14. Gr. TOV diopatwv. 15. See Mt 16.17. 

16, See Jn 1.44. 17. See Mt 4.18. 

18. See Mt 4.18-19. 19. See Mt 16.16-18. 
20. Gr. étépwv Siwpatwv. 21. See Acts 22.3. 
22. See Phil 3-5- 23. See ibid. 

24. See Acts 22.3. 25. See Gal 1.3. 


26. See Acts 9-3-4; 22-6-8; 26.12-19. 27- See Rom 11.13- 
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names differ are opposed, then Paul and Peter and all people 
in general must be different in substance” from one another 
But there is no one so stupid and so inattentive to the com- 
mon nature that he would be led to say this—after all, the pas- 
sage: You have been formed from clay, as also have I [Jb 33.6] sig- 
nals nothing other than that all human beings are of the same 
substance. This being the case, whoever evasively argues that 
difference in substance follows upon difference in names is a 
liar. For the nature of realities is not consequent to their names 
but names are found posterior to realities. If the former were 
true, where designations are the same, the substance would also 
have to be one and the same. Accordingly, since those perfect 
in virtue have been counted worthy of the designation ‘god,’®! 
human beings would be of the same substance with the God of 
the universe.” But just as saying this is sheer madness, so too is 
his logic here equally crazy. i 
[2.5] So, then, what I have said makes it clear that in the case 
of both ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ the names do not communicate sub- 
stance but instead are revelatory of the distinguishing marks.?? 
Hence there is no place for an account that introduces opposi- 
tion of substances based on diversity of names. If this were the 
case, he would refute himself in the presence of all. For if ‘some- 
thing made’ and ‘something begotten’ are different, the sub- 
stances of the Only-Begotten will be different in consequence of 
the difference in names. But if only the deranged say this, only 
those who are out of their minds would accept the premise. 
_Eunomius alleges that he has innumerable proofs that the 
saints called the Son ‘something made.’ But as if hastening onto 
other more important matters (I guess), he defers mentioning 
them for the moment. This is all part of his scheming captious- 


ness: when he is at a loss for arguments, he prefers silence. If 


28. Gr. étepovaiovc. 

29. Gr. Tò dpootaiov navtwv avOpdnwv. 

30. Cf. Athanasius, Ar. 2.3.2. 

31. See Jn 10.35. 

32. Gr. spoovoiot dv elev tø Oe töv SAwv oi ävðpwror. Here Basil accuses Eu- 


nomius of failing to account for homonymy, something which Eunomius him- 
self had claimed to be keenly aware of. 


33. Gr. Tov lôlwpátwv. 


AGAINST EUNOMIUS 2.4-5 137 


he had had even a sliver of evidence that they called the Only- 
Begotten ‘something made,’ wouldn’t he have already deafened 
our ears with his verbiage? 

He says next that “because of those who assume that this beget- 
ting” of the Lord “is corporeal and stumble over homonymies, it 
is necessary” for him “to speak briefly about these matters too.”* 
But what prevented him from confirming his argument by testi- 
monies drawn from scripture, by which he could go on to cor 
rect the weaker and assuage the damage caused by homonymy, if 
something like this ever has happened or will happen to anyone? 
Who is so utterly fleshly in his thinking and so ignorant of di- 
vine words that when he hears about the divine begetting, he is 
brought down to the level of corporeal impressions? At this level 
there is sexual intercourse of a male with a female, then concep- 
tion in the womb, then construction, then formation, and then at 
the right time passage to the outside world.” Who is such a brute 
that when he hears that God the Word came forth from God,” 
when he hears that Wisdom was begotten from God,” he sinks 
down in his thoughts to the level of the body’s passions? 


34. Eunomius, Apol. 12.4-6 (EW 48). 

35. Gr. oupmaoKi èv Gppevog mpd Tò BAL, Kdnotg SE ev pnytpa, kat SidmAaaic, 
kai poppuaic, Kal tois Kabi{Kovar xpovoicg npóoðog ele tò EEw. “Construction” (Se 
amhacic) refers to the seed’s development into the embryo, and “formation” 
(udpe@woic) to the articulation of the embryo into a recognizably human fetus. 
Basil’s description and vocabulary of gestation have much in common with that 
of a mid-fourth century Christian commentator on the biblical book of Job 
known as.Julian the Arian, probably due to similarities in their secular educa- 
tion: “the beginning [of the process of one living creature coming from an- 
other] is the sowing of the seed (tiv kataBodty tod onéppatoc), and next the 
coagulation of the seed (thy todtov nië), then the successive construction (tiv 
Kata pépoc Stanhaatv) of skin, flesh, bones, and sinews, third the formation itself 
(LOpqwotv adtiy), and finally the animation by God (tiv mapa Be0b yoxwotv).... 
After the construction (tò mhac@fvat) and the formation (tò ékexowobjvat) of 
the embryo, the soul is received from God. . . . Sexual intercourse (uikt<) is first, 
then conception (obAAnyic), and third construction (Siamaaic), then after this, 
formation (pop@woic), and lastly animation (ybxworc)” (Julian the Arian, Com- 
mentary on Job 10.10-12; Dieter Hagedorn, ed., Der Hiobkommentar des Arianers 
Julian, Patristische Texte und Studien 14 [Berlin: De Gruyter, 1973], 79, 15-18, 
and 80, 3-4 and 8-9). Also see Galen, On the Construction (SiénAaoic) of the Em- 

bryo 652—702 Kühn; and Soranus, Gynecology 17. 
36. See Jn 8.42. 37. See Prv 8.25. 
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. [2.6] He concocts this specious form of argumentation along 
with the others so that he appears to be compassionately taking 
on the burden of instructing the brothers who lack understand- 
ing. Even though he “corrects” (so to speak) the corporeal sup- 
positions that arise because of this designation, he does not 
seek to make amends for the damages that stem from calling the 
Lord ‘something made.’ Indeed, whoever imagines that beget- 
ting is corporeal can also devolve to material ways of understand- 
ing making. For isn’t it true that when a weak-minded person 
hears the term ‘to beget,’ he thinks of a certain division and a 
change and an effluence coming from the begetter’s substance? 
Will he not be led to suppose that material is introduced from 
an external source in order to bring what you call ‘something 
made’ from nothing into existence? So, then, why does Euno- 
mius heal only half of the diseased thoughts of the brothers? 
Why does he care only about those who suppose that the beget- 
ting is corporeal but disregard those who stumble over the des- 
ignation ‘something made’? It’s because he knows that ‘to have 
been begotten’ is hostile to his own teachings. For the one who 
has been begotten must have complete and indistinguishable af- 
finity with the begetter. But ‘to have been made’ is amenable to 
and allied with his own suppositions because it communicates 
the notion that something made is alien and foreign to its mak- 
er, and altogether lacking in affinity with him. 

Then he adds to this by saying: 


Therefore, we say that the Son is ‘something begotten’ in accordance 
with the teaching of the scriptures. We do not conceive of his substance 
as one thing and what his name signifies as something else alongside of 
it. Rather, it is the subsistence that his name signifies, since the desig- 
nation truly applies to the substance. j 


And so, with these words he openly fights against the truth. Nev- 
ertheless, he says things consistent with his own purpose. Just 
as he determined in his earlier arguments that ‘unbegotten’ 
in the case of the God of the universe signifies his substance, 
so too here he says that ‘something begotten’ signifies the sub- 
stance of the Son. He does this to indicate by the opposition of 


38. That is, ‘begetting.’ 
39. Eunomius, Apol. 12.6~10 (EW 48). 
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‘something begotten’ to ‘unbegotten’ that the Only-Begotten is 
contrary to the Father with respect to substance itself. For these 
reasons he legislates the use of terms which are external to the 
usage of the divine Spirit, calling the Son ‘something begot- 
ten.’ Where does he get this from? On what sort of teaching is 
it based? Which prophet’s? Which of the apostles applied this 
name to him? For my part I have not found this term used in 
this way anywhere in scripture. 

[2.7] Eunomius pretends that he has taken these designa- 
tions from no other source than from the teaching of the Spirit. 
It is a trifling matter for him to pick a fight with people UIs 7.13) 
when he can insolently attack the Spirit himself! Now from 
many passages we have learned that the Father has begotten, 
but never to this day have we heard that the Son is something | 
begotten. For a child is begotten to us, and a son is given to us. And his 
name is called—not ‘something begotten’—but the angel of great 
counsel [Is 9.5]. If ‘something begotten’ did signify substance, 
the Spirit would not have taught us a name different from one 
which would clearly indicate his substance. Furthermore, Peter, 
who was deemed worthy of those blessings because of his knowl- 
edge of the truth,” did not say: “you are something begotten,” 
but rather: You are the Christ, the Son of the living God [Mt 16.16]. 
And no passage can be found in which Paul, who filled all his 
writings with the designation ‘Son,’ mentions ‘something begot- 
ten’—the very term which Eunomius proposes with great bold- 
ness, as if he took it from the divine instruction. 

Nor should we concede the point to him that he can change 
and alter the form of the phrase ‘he has begotten,’ which is 
used with reference to the Father, in order to designate the 
Son of God as ‘something begotten.’ For it is inappropriate 
for him to be quick to clutch at what may be hinted at by the. 
natural sequence of the words, as anyone trained in the fear 

of God knows. Instead, one should be content with abiding by 
the names employed in scripture and use them to glorify God 
appropriately. The translators who first rendered Hebrew into 


40. See Mt 16.17. Eunomius refers to this same verse in Apol. 26 in defense 
_ of his appeal to Acts 2.36. 
41. The change is from èyėvvnoe (egennése) to yévynpa (gennéma). 
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Greek did not audaciously attempt to interpret certain names 
but simply transliterated the Hebrew pronunciation into Greek, 
such as ‘Sabaoth’ and ‘Adonai’ and ‘Eloi’ and other words like 
these. If they showed such respect not only to the divine names 
but also to many others, then how much fear should we have 
with regard to the names of the Lord? When did these transla- 


tors trust themselves to form one of the names on their own | 


authority? After all, they did not even have the confidence to 
translate some of these names, lest they water down the clar- 
ity of the term’s force by introducing meanings that did not fit 
them. 

[2.8] “But if God has begotten,” he says, “how is it inappro- 
priate to designate the one who was begotten as ‘something be- 
gotten’?”* Because it is a dreadful thing for us to address him 
by one of our own names when God has bestowed on him the name 
which is above every name [Phil 2.9]. He says: For you are my Son 
today I have begotten you [Ps 2.7]. Designating him here as some: 
thing begotten’ because he was begotten and not ‘Son’ would 
have been more consistent with their reasoning. But that’s not 
what has been said. Therefore, whoever keeps before his eyes 
the tribunal of Christ and sees how dangerous it is to subtract 
from or add anything to what the Spirit handed down should 
not endeavor to innovate on his own, but acquiesce to what the 
saints announced beforehand.’ 

How is it not sheer madness to venture upon what neither 
common usage* nor scriptural usage exhibits? What father or 
mother kindly and gently disposed to his or her offspring would 
neglect to designate him ‘my son’ or ‘my child’ and address 
him instead as ‘my something begotten’? For it says: My child, 


go to the vineyard [Mt 21.28]. And: God will provide himself the lamb - 


for a burnt offering, my child [Gn 22.8]. And again Isaac: Who are 
you, my child? [Gn 27.18] And: My son, do not think lightly of the 
training of the Lord [Prv 3.11]. And: A wise son makes his father 
glad [Prv 10.1]. There are more passages like these. But there 


42. This is not a citation of Eunomius; rather, Basil is imagining what Euno- 
mius’s response might be. 
43- See Rv 22.18-19. 
44. See Eun. 1.6. 
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is no indication anywhere that someone addresses his offspring 
as ‘something begotten.’ The reason is clear: ‘son’ and ‘child’ 
are the names of living beings, but ‘something begotten’ is not 
necessarily such a name. For that which is expelled in miscar- 
riages that occur before full formation can be called ‘something 
begotten,’ and such a thing is assuredly not even worthy of the 
designation ‘child.’ The fruits of the earth are also ‘things be- 
gotten,’ but they are not ‘children.’ It says: I will not drink from 
what is begotten of this vine [Mk 14.25]. On rare occasions, how- 
ever, we do find that this designation is adopted and used for 
living beings. But wherever it is used, one can see that it is a 
question of an offensive animal employed as an image of wick- 
edness: You serpents! You things begotten of vipers! [Mt 23.33) I 
think it is for this reason that common usage disdains this des- 
ignation and the divine scripture manifestly avoids it, especially 
in the case of the only-begotten Son of God. But scripture does 
not even admit the designation ‘child’® since it has something 
too human about it. The Apostle makes this clear when over 
and over again he calls the Lord ‘Son’ and praises him with 
various other designations, ‘first-born’ and ‘image’® and ‘radi- 
ance,’ but avoids the designation ‘something begotten.’ If he 
does use this term, let Eunomius or some other advocate of his 
doctrine show us, and we will let them strike our entire objec- 
tion from the record. But he will not be able to do this, unless 
he imitates the impious Marcion, removing some texts from the 
divine oracles while interpolating others.” So, then, in this way 
the term ‘something begotten’ has been exposed as foreign to 
both common usage and scriptural usage. 


45. Basil's text of Mk 14.25 reads yevvijHatos (“thing begotten”) in place of 
the yevnpatos (“thing produced, fruit”) found in most mss. and modern critical 
editions. 

46. The traditional English translation is of course: “brood of vipers.” 

47. Gr. TéKvOV. 48. See Col 1.15, 18. 

49. See Col 1.15; 2 Cor 4.4: 50. See Heb 1.3. 

51. Marcion, born in Sinope in the province of Pontus in Asia Minor, came 
to Rome around 140, from whose church he was soon excommunicated for his 
teachings. Marcion accorded scriptural status only to expurgated versions of the 
Gospel of Luke and select letters of Paul. Basil also mentions Marcion in Eun. 


2.394; see p. 183 n. 144 below. 
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[2.9] Now, then, let’s see if this name can be applied to the 
very substance of the Son. Eunomius says that it is impossible 
to “conceive of his substance as one thing and what his name 
signifies as something else alongside of it. Rather, it is the subsis- 
tence that his name signifies, since the designation truly applies 
to the substance.”® Your doctrines here are truly worthy of the 
judges that you have invented! As if dreaming that you’re in a 
forum or addressing an assembly of drunkards, where no one 
can hear or understand what is being said, you legislate on the 
basis of your full indemnity, thinking that it is sufficient to say, “I 
have spoken,”*’ instead of providing a full demonstration. 

Who does not know that some names are expressed absolute- 
ly and in respect of themselves, signifying the things which are 

their referents, but other names are said relative to others, ex- 
pressing only the relation to the other names relative to which 
they are said? For example, ‘human being’ and ‘horse’ and ‘ox’ 
each communicate the very thing that is named. But ‘son’ and 
‘slave’ and ‘friend’ reveal only the connection with the associ- 
ated name. So when anyone hears ‘something begotten,’ he is 
not brought in his mind to a certain substance, but rather he 
understands that it is connected with another. For that which is 
something begotten is said to be ‘something begotten’ of some- 
one else. So, how is it not the peak of insanity to decree that 
that which does not introduce a notion of any subsistence, but 
only signifies the relation to another, is the substance? In addi- 
tion, we indicated a little before that, even if absolute names 
seem most of all to reveal some referent, they too do not com- 
municate the substance itself, but delineate certain distinguish- 
ing marks in connection with it.” 

[2.10] But this wisest of men, having devoted his entire life 
to futile scheming, is not ashamed to say that ‘something be- 
gotten’ signifies the very substance of the Only-Begotten. Look 


52. Eunomius, Apol. 12.7-10 (EW 48). 

53. A mocking reference to the Pythagoreans, who habitually cited Pythago- 
ras, whose authority did not need to be demonstrated, with the words: Abtd¢ 
épa, “The Master has spoken.” 

54. Gr. iĝtwpata. 

55. CE. Eun. 2.4. 
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how absurd this is! For if the substance is something begotten, 
and vice versa, if anything that is begotten is substance, then 
all things that are begotten are of the same substance with one 
another. What results from this line of reasoning? The Cre- 
ator of the universe appears to have the same substance as all 
those who participate in begetting! Surely, he will not claim 
that ‘something begotten’ signifies substance only when it is 
used for the Son, but that when it is used for the other things 
that participate in begetting, it no longer preserves the same’ 
notion. So let him give us a clear and incontrovertible explana- 
tion why the same designation does not mean the same thing in 
every case similarly. But he won’t be able to do so. For whatever 
the formula of ‘something begotten’ he dreams up, Eunomius 
should apply it similarly to all things that are begotten. 

The truth of our account finds its greatest proof in how each 
of those who hear the word understands it. Let each one ask 
himself what notion is impressed upon him when he hears that 
“such-and-such is ‘something begotten’ of such-and-such.” Is it 
that the one who was begotten is the substance of the begetter? 
That’s ridiculous! Is it that the one has been brought into be- 
ing by the other through begetting? That’s the truth of the mat- 
ter. So, then, it is appropriate that this term be said similarly of 
the Only-Begotten and of any of those who have been begotten. 
Let no one suppose that being in relation, which is common 
in both cases, diminishes the glory of the Only-Begotten in any 
way. For the difference between the Son and other things does 
not reside in being related to something." Rather, the superior- 
ity of God with respect to mortals is seen in the distinctiveness” 
of his substance. 

Look how their account brings them to such absurdity! If 
that which is begotten is said to be ‘something begotten’ ofan- ` 


56. Gr. npóç tl nws ëxev. The phrase is Aristotelian in origin: see Cat. 8a32, 
b1-3, and APr. 41a4. For him it just means “being related to something.” While 
the Stoics did adopt it to name their fourth “category,” the “relatively disposed,” 
it was commonplace in late ancient philosophy and grammatical theory. It 
should not be taken as evidence of Stoic influence in late ancient texts, for the 
reasons given by Jonathan Barnes, Porphyry: Introduction (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 2003), 52 n. 9; and 312-13. 

57. Gr. idiots. 
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other, as is established by common usage and denied by no one, 
but if according to their account this same word also signifies 
substance, then it would be the substance of the one of whom 
it is said to be ‘something begotten.’”* The consequence of this 
will be that the designation ‘something begotten’ no longer sig- 
nifies the substance of the Only-Begotten—which is what these 
men contend—but rather that of the God of the universe. For if 
it is impossible to “conceive of his substance as one thing” and 
something begotten “as something else alongside of it,” then 
saying ‘substance’ or ‘something begotten’ means the same 
thing. Now the Son is something begotten of God. So he would 
be the substance of God, if in fact ‘something begotten’ reveals 
substance. And thus it would appear that according to the ac- 
count of Eunomius ‘something begotten’ is the substance of 
the unbegotten! But if this conclusion is ridiculous, let him who 
proposes the premises inherit the shame. For it seems that once 
his reasoning diverges from the truth in any way, his error has a 
logical consequence that results in many dangerous absurdities. 

[2.11] So, then, while this serves as a kind of opening act 
and prologue for his blasphemy, it is in what follows that he in- 
troduces the chief point of his evil when he says: 


The substance of the Son was begotten but did not exist before its own 
constitution, yet it exists after it was begotten before all things by the 
will of the Father. 


He still depends on the same scheming tricks. He discusses the 
substance of the Son with us as if claiming that the Son is some- 
thing different alongside of it, and in this way he prepares our 
ears for his blasphemy. He does not openly say that the Son has 
been begotten from nothing, but rather that his substance “was 
begotten but did not exist.” Did not exist before what? Tell me! 


58. The argument of this sentence is almost impossible to capture in Eng- 
lish. It relies on the use of the Greek genitive, which we have rendered with an 
italicized of The argument runs as follows: to say “X is begotten” implies “X is 
begotten ofsome Y.” But, on Eunomius’s hypothesis, “begotten” is equivalent to 
“substance.” Therefore, by substitution, we can say “X is the substance of some 
Y.” But this is absurd: no begotten entity can be the substance of its begetter. 

59. Eunomius, Apol. 12.7-8 (EW 48). 

6o. Eunomius, Apol. 12.10-12 (EW 48). 
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Do you see his sophism? He judges the Son’s substance with re- 
spect to itself so that his statements have the appearance of be- 
ing tolerable to everybody, saying neither that it did not exist 
before the ages nor that it simply did not exist, but that it “did 
not exist before its own constitution.” Tell me, are you claiming 
that the substance of the Father is older than its own constitu- 
tion? If he does not subject the substance of the Son to tempo- 


rality, nor conceptualize priority in this sense, his argument is 


vain and idle, and for this reason unworthy of a reply. Moreover, 
if one wishes, it is no less possible to transpose this foolishness 
to the God of the universe. For saying that God does not exist 
“before his own constitution” and saying that he exists before 
himself is characteristic of the same stupidity. But if Eunomius 
takes priority in the case of the substance of the Son as tempo- 
ral and claims that the Son’s substance has been begotten from 
nothing, or rather that the Son himself has been—for saying 
it the one way or the other makes no difference in the mean- 
ing—he posits first of all that the Son is posterior to time, and 
(if he so wishes) also posterior to the ages, even though he is 
the Maker of the ages.® But if he then pushes his blasphemies 
to their logical conclusions, he will claim that even the Father 
has not been the Father from the beginning, but only later be- 
came such. 

[2.12] If being Father is good and fitting to the blessedness 
of God, how is that which is fitting for him not present in him 
from the beginning?” For the lack will certainly be considered 
either a matter of ignorance of what is better or a matter of in- 
ability. As a matter of ignorance, if he discovered what is better 
only later; as a matter of inability, if while knowing and under- 
standing it he failed to attain what is best. But if—now saying 
this is irreligious—being Father is not good for him, why did he 
change, choosing what is worse? May this blasphemy return to 
its originators! The God of the universe is Father from infinity; 
he did not at some point begin to be Father. For a deficiency in 
power did not prevent him from fulfilling his will, nor did he 
wait for the passage of a certain number of ages to arrive at what 


61. See Heb 1.2. 
62. Basil’s argument in this section draws upon Origen, Princ. 1.2.9-10. 
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he wanted, as is the case for human beings and other living 
creatures who each attain the power to beget after reaching ma- 
turity. Only the insane would think and utter such things! On 
the contrary, he has a Fatherhood (if I may give it such a name) 
that is coextensive with his own eternity. Therefore, it is also the 
case that the Son, who exists before the age and always, did not 
at some point begin to exist. From whatever point the Father 
exists, the Son also exists, and the notion of the Son immedi- 
ately enters along with the notion of Father. For it is clear that 
the Father is a father ofa son. So, then, though the Father has 
no origin, the Son’s origin is the Father; there is no intermedi- 
ary between them.® So, then, how could that which is from the 
beginning not exist—for this is what is meant by their sophism, 
. “before his own constitution’—-when he has nothing that can 
be conceptualized prior to himself except the one from whom 
he has being, who is not beyond him due to an interval but is 
ranked prior to him in terms of causality? So the communion of 
the Son with the God and Father is revealed as eternal, seeing 
that our understanding advances from the Son to the Father 
without passing through a void and connects the Son with the 
Father without any interval between them. For no intermediary 
separates the Son from the Father. This being the case, what 
opening still remains for the wicked blasphemy of those who say 
that he is brought into being from nothing? 

[2.13] Our astonishment at their foolishness is justified. For 
they fail to realize that when they say that the Son is from noth- 
ing, they not only proclaim that he is posterior to the Father, but 
also that he is posterior to that by which they separate the Only- 
Begotten from the Father. If there is anything between the Father 
and the Son, this must be prior to the existence™ of the Son. So, 
then, what could this be? What else could this be besides an age 
or a time? If someone thinks that the life of the Father surpasses 
that of the Only-Begotten, by what interval would he claim to 
have discovered the superiority other than that of an age or a 
time? But if this is true, scripture is clearly lying when it says that 


63. “Origin” here translates åpxń; in the next sentence (and in the first sen- 
tence of Eun. 2.12) the same word is translated as “beginning.” 
64. Gr. brdpktc. ; 
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through him the ages came into existence [Heb 1.2] and teaches that 
all things came into existence through him (Jn 1.3). For it is clear that 
the ages are included among the all things. If they claim that they 
do not deny that the Son came to be before the ages, they should 
not forget that in reality they are denying that to which they are 
verbally agreeing. 

In fact, let us pose a question to those who make the sub- 
stance of the Only-Begotten come from nothing: What was 
the interval “when he was not,” as you say? What designation 
will you dream up for it? Common usage classifies every in- 
terval under either time or age, for that which is time among 
the sensory realities corresponds to the nature of age among 
the supercosmic realities. So let these people tell me if they can 
imagine a third kind of interval based on the resources of their 
own wisdom. As long as they keep silent, they should not forget 
that they have placed the substance of the Only-Begotten pos- 
terior to ages. For if there were any interval prior to the Son 
that is coextensive with the life of the Father, it would clearly 
have to be one of these two. But there isn’t. Nor can there ever 
be a notion prior to the subsistence of the Only-Begotten. For 
one will find that the existence of God the Word who was in the 
beginning with God [Jn 1.2] is beyond everything that could con- 
ceivably be called primordial. Even if the mind, by deceiving 
itself through innumerable fantasies and devoting itself to non- 
existent fabrications, has contrived things that do not exist, it 
will not discover any means at all by which it could extend itself 
beyond the beginning of the Only-Begotten, leave behind the 
life of Life Itself as lower than its own movement, transcend the 
beginning of God the Word by its own rational word, and con- 
template ages that are deprived of the God of the ages. 

[2.14] After denying the Only-Begotten the glory he is due, 
notice what sort of words Eunomius usés to extol him: the sub- 
stance of the Son, he says, “was begotten before all things by 
the will of the God and Father.”” He attributes this great thing 
to the Son, that he is prior to creation and pre-exists the things 


65. Basil asks a similar question in Eun., 1.21. 
66. Gr. ele dpyatdtntog Adyov. 
67. Eunomius, Apol. 12.1112 (EW 48). 
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he himself has made. He supposes that it suffices for the glory 
of the Creator of the universe that he is ranked prior to the 
things he himself has created. After he alienates (insofar as he 
is able to do so) the Son from communion with the God and 
Father, Eunomius testifies to his glory by honoring him above 
creatures. Then, spouting his blasphemy to the point of impu- 
dence, he hems us in on all sides with arguments so forceful 
that no one can escape them—or so he thinks. 


For God has begotten the Son either when [the Son] existed or when he did 
not exist. But if it occurred when he did not exist, no one should accuse me of 
audacity, But if it occurred when he did exist, this reasoning is not only the 
pinnacle of absurdity and blasphemy, but also utter silliness. For that 
which exists has no need of begetting.™ 


So, then, here is that notorious sophism which others discov- 
ered long ago but which these people have now brought to per- 
fection on their shameless and impudent tongues. First of all, 
jet us remind the pupils of Eunomius that he feels compelled to 
make these arguments on account of the ignorance of the many 
who understand the begetting of the Son in a human way. He 
is the one who brings unschooled souls from corporeal notions 
up to spiritual contemplation. Since begotten animals did not 
exist before they were begotten and the one begotten today did 
not exist yesterday, he transfers this notion to the subsistence of 
the Only-Begotten. “And since he has been begotten,” he says, 
“he did not exist before his begetting.”” 

_ How noble he is for providing us with this theology of the be- 
getting of the Only-Begotten! Through such arguments he heals 
the infirmities of our brothers, though he is worthy, if anyone 
is, of hearing the proverb: Physician, heal yourself! [Lk 4.23] Still, 
what remedy can we offer for this absurd sickness that has infect- 

ed his arguments, if not what the Holy Spirit said to us through 
the blessed John: In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 


68. The words in italics are actually a paraphrase of Eunomius—and a faith- 
ful one at that; see Apol. 13.1~-7 (EW 48). 

69. Here Basil is probably accusing Eunomius of reformulating the notorious 
statement of Arius: “He was not before he came to be” (obk Ñy npiv yévntar); see 
Athanasius, Ar. 1.5. This statement was anathematized at the Council of Nicaea. 

70. This is a paraphrase of Eunomius, not a citation. 
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with God, and God was the Word [Jn 1.1].” It is impossible to con- 
ceptualize something prior to a beginning. After all, a beginning 
would not still be a beginning if it were to have something an- 
terior to it. Nor is it possible for them to use reason to go be- 
yond ‘was’ to ‘when he was not.’ For the conceptualization ‘that 
he was not’ is the denial of ‘was.’ If ‘beginning’ is one of those 
things said relative to another, such as is the case for the beginning 
of wisdom [Sir 1.14] and the beginning of a good way [Prv 16.7] 
and in the beginning God made [Gn 1.1],” then it would perhaps 
be possible to use reflection to go beyond the begetting of what 
subsists from this kind of beginning. But since the meaning of 
‘beginning’ here, being absolute and non-relative, reveals the 
supreme nature, how isn’t it utterly ridiculous when he contrives 
things anterior to this beginning or attempts to use reasoning to 
go beyond it? 

Furthermore, ‘was’ is coextensive with the insurpassibility of 
this beginning. For ‘was’ does not suggest temporal existence, 
as is the case for: There was a man in the land of Uz [Jb 1.1], and: 
There was a man from Armathaim [1 Sm 1.1], and: The earth was in- 
visible [Gn 1.2]. In another book the evangelist himself showed 
us the meaning of ‘was’ in this sense when he said: J am the one 
who ts and who was, the Almighty [Rv 1.8]. The one who was is just 
like the one who is: both are eternal and non-temporal alike. 
Saying that the one who was in the beginning [Jn 1.1] was not 
does not preserve the notion of beginning and does not con- 
nect the existence of the Only-Begotten to it. For something 
prior to the beginning is inconceivable, and the being of God 
the Word is inseparable from this beginning. Hence as far back 
as you wish to run by the busy curiosity of your mind, you are 
unable to transcend ‘was’ and use reasoning to go beyond it. 

[2.15] Let us now pose him a question: was God the Word 
with God in the beginning [Jn 1.1] or did he supervene later? If 
he was, then keep your tongue from evil [Ps 93.14], that is, from 


71. Basil’s use of Jn 1.1 to argue for the eternity of the Word draws upon 
Origen, Jo. 2.8-1 1. Basil developed this argument more fully in Hom. 16. 
72. Presumably Basil understands Gn 1.1 to mean: “in the beginning of the 


world God made. ...” Otherwise, it is difficult to see how “beginning” here is 


said relatively. 
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the blasphemy of saying ‘he was not.’ But if... (for saying this 
is irreligious),” then I will use your own words against you in a 
more fitting manner: this account of yours is the pinnacle not 
only of blasphemy but also of insanity.”* Here we have human 
beings demanding an account of the words of the Spirit, claim- 
ing to be disciples of the very same gospels against which they 
rise up in rebellion. 
Look how exactly and clearly the divine sayings testify to the 
Son’s begetting” before the ages. Matthew explained the Son’s 
begetting” according to the flesh, as he himself said: The book of 
the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David [Mt 1.1]. And Mark 
made the preaching of John the beginning of the gospel, say- 
ing: The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, as is written in Isaiah 
the prophet: a voice of one crying out [Mk 1.1]. Luke for his part 
also approached the theology” by going through the corporeal 
origins. The evangelist John was the last to write. Because of 
what the others did, he needed to raise his mind above every 
sensory thing and time (which is concomitant to such things). 
Or rather he had to be lifted up in the power of the Spirit and 
be brought near the one who is beyond all things, all but bear 
ing witness that even if we have known Christ according to the flesh, 
but now we know him thus no longer [2 Cor 5.16]. Since he appre- 
hended the beginning itself and left behind all corporeal and 
temporal notions as lower than his theology, he surpasses the 
preaching of the preceding evangelists on account of the nobil- 
ity of his knowledge.” According to him, the beginning was not 
from Mary, nor from the times mentioned above. What, then, 


43. As in Eun. 1.17, Basil refrains from expressing what he considers a ter- 
rible blasphemy. 

74. See Eunomius, Apol, 13.6-7. 

75. At Eun. 2.15, 11 (SC 305.58), we read yevvijoet instead of yevécet. The 
change to yevéoet is likely a harmonization with the following citation of Mt 1.1. 
Also this is not Basil’s normal use of the term yevéoet. 

76. At Eun. 2.15, 12 (SC 305.58), we read yevvijcews instead of yevécews, for 
the same reasons mentioned in the previous footnote. 

477. On “theology,” see p. 133 n. 7 above. 

78. Basil’s esteem for John as a theologian more profound than the other 
three evangelists and his discussion of the first lines of the gospels to prove this 
point echo Origen, Jo. 1.21-22. 
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was it? In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, 
and the Word was God [Jn 1.1]. The Son’s existence from eter- 
nity. His begetting without passion. His connaturality with the 
Father. The majesty of his nature. All these points he covers in 
a few words.” By including was, he guides us back to the be- 
ginning. It is as if he is putting a muzzle on the mouths of the 
blasphemers who say that ‘he was not,’ and circumventing in 
advance any chinks whereby such sophisms may enter. 

Then, after sketching by his theology a kind of outline, a 
clear one, of the nature of the Only-Begotten,® he alludes to 
this with the following phrase as if speaking to those who al- 
ready know: He was in the beginning with God [Jn 1.2]. Here once 
again by including the phrase ‘was’ he connects the begetting of 
the Only-Begotten to the eternity of the Father. There’s more: 
He was life, and the life was the light of humanity [Jn 1.4]. And: he 
was the true light [Jn 1.9]. Despite the fact that all these passages 
that include phrases indicative of eternity thereby confirm this 
account, Eunomius has rejected all the testimonies of the Spirit 
and does not seem to have heard the one crying out to us over 
and over again that he was. For he says: “He was begotten when 
he was not. When he was not, he was adventitiously begotten 
later on.”" But if, as you claim, this begetting was not in the 
beginning, could there be a more conspicuous fight against the 
sayings of the gospels in which we believe? 

[2.16] What sensible person would not agree that, just as an 
eye that passes out of clearly illuminated places must stop its 
activity because of the absence of light, so too the mind that 
is forced outside of true being by imaginations, as if the truth 
lacked a kind of light, becomes confused and stupid and desists 
from thinking? So, then, an eye is not able to use its power of 
sight when there is no light, and a soul led away from the no- 
tion of the Only-Begotten is not able to have use of its thinking. 
For falling away from the Truth makes the mind unable to see 
and blind. When the mind is empty and demented, it lacks true 
understanding and thinks that it comprehends things prior to 


79. That is, in Jn 1.1. 
80. That is, in Jn 1.1. 
81. This is a paraphrase of Eunomius, not a citation. 
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the Only-Begotten. It is as if someone testifies that an eye star- 
ing at dark objects can see them clearly. For it says: in your light 
we shall see light [Ps 35.10]. But when Eunomius asserts that he 
has come to comprehend a point when the light did not yet ex- 
ist, he resembles the delirious who imagine that they see what is 
not present. For one cannot conceive anything beyond the Son, 
since what perceptible light is to the eye, God the Word is to 
the soul. For it says: The true light that enlightens every human being 
was coming into the world [Jn 1.9]. Hence the unenlightened soul 
is incapable of thinking. So, then, how could one comprehend 
that which is above the generation of light? 

I think anyone with even a slight concern for the truth would 
dismiss corporeal comparisons, avoid sullying the notions about 
God -with material imaginations, and follow the theological 
teachings transmitted to us by the Holy Spirit. Instead of posing 
these questions, which have no lack of conundrums, in which 
either of the options contains a risk, they should, on the one 
hand, conceive of a begetting that is worthy of God, one without 
passion, partition, division, and temporality, being led to the di- 
vine begetting in a way consistent with the radiance that shines 
forth from light. They should, on the other hand, conceive of 
the image of the invisible God [Col 1.15], not as that which is pro- 
duced later than the archetype like those images produced by 
human skill, but as that which is co-existent with and subsists 
alongside the one who brought him into subsistence. For the 
image exists by virtue of the fact that the archetype exists.” The 
image is not formed through imitation, since the whole nature 
of the Father is manifest in the Son as in a seal. It may help you 
if we say that it is like a teacher inculcating the full reality of an 
art in his disciples: the teacher loses nothing, and the disciples 
attain the fullness of the art. But this example surely does not 
exhibit an exact resemblance because of the temporal interval. 
It is more suitable to say that it is like the nature of concepts 
that co-exist non-temporally with motions of the mind. 


82. Gr. ddd ovvurdpyovcay Kal napugeotnkviay TH bxoatioavtl, TH elvat td 
apxétunov oboav.. At Eun. 2.16, 36 (SC 305.64), we have excised the kat before 
z@ elva since there is no support for this reading in any extant Greek ms. (the 
addition is based on the Syriac translation). 
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[2.17] No one should quibble over our account here, if none 
of the examples harmonize completely with the matter at hand. 
For trivial and insignificant things cannot be adapted exactly to 
divine and eternal realties. They are used only insofar as they 
refute the false pretenses of those who cannot apprehend beget- 
ting with their mind in a way that does not involve passion. Now 
the Son is said to be and is the begotten image [Col 1.15; 2 Cor 
4.4], the radiance of the glory of God [Heb 1.3], and God’s wisdom, 
power [1 Cor 1.24], and righteousness [1 Cor 1.30], though not as 
a possession,” nor as a faculty. On the contrary, he is a living and 
active substance and the radiance of the glory of God [Heb 1.3]. For 
this reason, in himself he reveals the Father in his entirety, as he 
is the radiance of his glory in its entirety. So isn’t it utterly absurd to 
claim that the glory of God is without its radiance? That at some 
point the wisdom of God was not with God? “But if he was,” says 
Eunomius, “then he has not been begotten.”* So let us answer 
that it is because he was begotten that he was. He does not have 
unbegotten being, but he always is and co-exists with the Father, 
from whom he has the cause of his existence. So, then, when was 
he brought into being by the Father? From whatever point the 
Father exists.” Eunomius says that the Father is from eternity. So 
the Son is also from eternity, being connected in a begotten way 
to the unbegottenness of the Father. 

To prove to them that we are not responsible for this argu- 
ment, we will cite the very words of the Holy Spirit. So, then, 
let us take the line from the gospel: In the beginning was the Word 
[Jn 1.1], and the line from the Psalm spoken in the person of 
the Father: From the womb before the daybreak I have begotten you 
[Ps 109.3]. When we combine both of these, we can say both that 
he was and that he has been begotten. The phrase J have begotten 
signifies the cause from which he has the origin of his being. 


83. Gr. 8c. 

84. This is a paraphrase of Eunomius, nota citation. 

85. Basil says much the same in Fun. 2.12; see also Gregory of Nazianzus, Or 
29.3. Though both Garnier (PG 29b.605c) and Sesbotié (SC 305.66) punctu- 
ate this sentence as interrogative, the argument Basil is making seems to require 
that his sentence be the premise for the conclusion drawn in the final line of 


‘the paragraph. Therefore, we punctuate the sentence as indicative. 
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The phrase he was signifies his non-temporal existence even be-- 
fore the ages. 

Striving to promote his own deceit, Eunomius thinks he has 
reduced this argument to absurdity when he says: “For if the 
Son was before his own begetting, he was unbegotten.”® As for 
that which is “before his begetting,” you poor fool, there are 
two options. Either (1) it is something utterly non-existent and 
a mental fabrication without any foundation. If this is the case, 
what need is there to respond to such stupidity? For it would be 
just as if we were fighting against someone whom delirium has 
deprived of reason. Or (2), if Eunomius is thinking of some- 
thing that exists, he will be led to the notion of the ages. But if 
all ages are understood to be below (as it were) the begetting 
of the Only-Begotten, being, as they are, things that he himself 
made,*’ then the one who looks for things prior to the subsis- 
tence of the Son is a fool. His question is no less inappropriate 
than if he were to inquire whether the Father existed “before 
his own constitution” or not. For just as in this case it is stupid 
to seek something beyond the one who is without beginning 
and unbegotten, so also in the case of the one who is with the 
Father from eternity and has no intermediary between himself 
and his begetter, it is truly of equal insanity to ask about priority 
in a temporal sense. Seeking what exists “before the begetting” 
of the eternal one resembles asking what will exist after the end 
of the immortal one. 

Since the Father’s being without beginning is called ‘eter- 
nal,’ these men declare that ‘eternal’ is the same as ‘without be- 
ginning.’ Since the Son is not unbegotten, they do not confess 
that he is eternal. But the notional difference between these 
two terms is great. For ‘unbegotten’ is said of that which has 
no beginning and no cause of its own being, while ‘eternal’ is 
said of that which is prior in being to every time and age. There- 
fore, the Son is eternal but not unbegotten. Now some people 
have previously judged even the ages worthy of the designation 
‘eternal’ since they derive the term ‘age’ (aiôn) from the fact 


86. Eunomius, Apol. 13.15 (EW 50). 
87. See Heb 1.2, 
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that it always exists (aei einai).® But we consider it a mark of the 
same insanity to ascribe eternity to creation and yet refuse to 
acknowledge eternity in the case of the Master of creation. 


[2.18] What does Eunomius say upon bringing his argument 
to this point of impudence? 


For our part, clinging to that which has been demonstrated by the 
saints of old and even now by us, since the substance of God does not 
admit begetting and since there is no other substance existing which 
serves as the substrate for the begetting of the Son, we assert that the 
Son was begotten when he did not exist.® 


Who is eager for distinction in piety in this way? Who has made 
as great a show of being a lover of Christ as these men have, even 
though they boast of their arrogant and dishonorable words that 
go so far as to destroy the glory of the Only-Begotten? You god- 
less man! Please stop saying that he does not exist when he is the 
one who truly exists, the one who is the source of life, and the 
one who produces being for all that exists. Didn’t he find a des- 
ignation well-suited for himself and fitting for his own eternity’ 
when he named himself He Who Is in his oracle to Moses his ser- 
vant? He said: 7 am He Who Is [Ex 3.14]. No one will object when 
I say that these words were spoken in the person of the Lord, at 
least no one who does not have the veil of the Jews upon his heart 
when he reads Moses [2 Cor 3.15]. It is written that the angel of 
the Lord appeared to Moses in the bush burning with fire.” Af 


88. An example of classical etymology, found in Aristotle (alav ... and toù 
aiet elvat tiv énwvvpiav etknpws; Cael. 1.9 [279a27-28]) and Plotinus (alwv yap 
and tod det Svtoc; En. 3.7 (45.4, 43; cf. En. 3.7 [45].6, 32-33) and often re- 
peated by Aristotelian and Neoplatonist commentators. While Aristotle says that 
the term aién is derived from the fact that it always exists (aiei einai), Plotinus says 
that theterm aién is derived from the term “always existing” (aei ôn). Here Basil 
follows Aristotle. : 

8g. Eunomius, Apol. 15.3-7 (EW 50-52). The citation has omissions. The 
full text reads: “For our part, clinging to that which has been demonstrated 
by the saints of old and even now by us, since the substance of God does not 
admit begetting (as it is unbegotten), nor separation or partition (as it is incor- 
ruptible), and since there is no other substance existing which serves as the 
substrate for the begetting of the Son, we assert that the Son was begotten when 


he did not exist.” 


go. See Ex 3.2; Acts 7.30. 
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ter mentioning the angel at the outset of the mae see 
introduces the voice of God when it says that he sai : | g a 
I am the God of your father Abraham [Ex 3.6]. A little nes er a 
the same one said: J am He Who Is [Ex 3-14]. So, then, who re 
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‘angel.’®! You see, it is not only in this passage ae = n n 
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Jacob narrated an appearance to his wives, he said: And the e 
of God said to me [Gn 31.1 1]. And a little further on, it was > - 
am the God who appeared to you in the place where you sn cs 
lar to me [Gn 31.19]. In addition, it was said to Jacob as . a : ie 
before the pillar: J am the Lord, the God of. Abraham Jour M pbs 
the God of Isaac [Gn 28.13]. rie one who r EPEN k = pie 
former passage [Gn 31.11] is the same a, 
assage [Gn 31.13] that he appeared to Jacob. So, 
ne ae omer all ae where the same one is TR 
both ‘angel’ and ‘God,’ it is the Only-Begotten who is ee i 
manifesting himself to sre ea ia eed 3 gm 
i nouncing the will of the ; 
ne a he Ried himself He Who Is before pene ee 
is understood to be none other than God the Word, who w 
inning with God [Jn 1.2]. 
sas a these in who speak what is wrong Het A met 
[Ps 72.8] have not shrunk from saying that the ao m j ‘ 
ist. Though the fool has said in his heart: there is no G st a 
these men not only scoff but also speak with malice [ s m 
showing no restraint when they pass on to all posterity in 


g1. Here Basil seems to be countering the argument that, Dr aS 
onl been called ‘the angel of great counsel’ in Isaiah, who live : i sa 
e there is no basis for arguing that the God of the burning bean is eee 
In what follows Basil demonstrates that the Lord was called ‘angel’ eve 
Moses. 
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ing that they dare to call God “he who does not exist.” I suppose 
that it’s because they realize that not even the demons them- 
selves deny that God exists® that, when they return to the point 
later in the treatise, they give free rein to their own impious de- 
sire. There they blaspheme by saying that at some point the Son 
does not exist, on the grounds that he does not exist by his own 
nature but has been brought into being by God through grace. 
Here is what Paul said about the idols: You served the gods who 
by nature do not exist [Gal 4.8]. And there’s Jeremiah: And they 
swore by the gods who do not exist [Jer 5-7]. There’s also the most 
wise Esther: O Lord, do not relinquish your scepter to those who do not 
exist [Est c.22 LXX=14.1 RSV]. When these men” apply the 
same phrase to the true God, how can they still be justified in 
claiming the designation ‘Christian’? Somewhere in another let- 
ter of this same Apostle, speaking in the Spirit of God, he calls 
the nations “that which does not exist” because they have been 
deprived of the knowledge of God: God chose that which does not 
exist [1 Cor 1.28]. Given the fact that God is both Truth and 
Life, I think it is to be expected that those who were not united 
by faith to the God who exists, but affiliated themselves with 
non-existent falsehoods through the error of idolatry, are des- 
ignated as ‘not existing.’ For they have been deprived of the 
Truth and have alienated themselves from Life. Furthermore, 
when he was writing to the Ephesians, whom he treated as peo- 
ple genuinely united through knowledge to He Who Is, he gave 
them a peculiar name, “those who exist,” when he said: to the 
saints who exist and are faithful in Christ Jesus [Eph 1.1]. For this 
is how our ancestors have transmitted the verse to us and how 
we ourselves have found it in the oldest copies.” But Eunomius 


92. See Jas 2.19. 

93. Eunomius and his associates. 

94. Basil witnesses to a textual variant of Eph 1.1 found in several important 
mss. that lacks the words “in Ephesus” after “to the saints who exist” or “who 
are.” See Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2d 
ed. (New York: United Bible Societies, 1994), 532. Basil’s interpretation of the 
lacunate version ultimately stems from Origen, Fragments from the Commentary 
on the Epistle to the Ephesians 2, 1—6: “In the case of Ephesians alone we find the 
Phrase to the saints who exist. We ask what the phrase who exist can mean, if it is 
not redundant when added to the saints. Consider, then, if not as in Exodus he 
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could not even bring himself to judge our God worthy of the 
designation in which the servants of Christ participate. On the 
contrary, he calls the one who brings creation into being from 
nothing ‘non-existing.’ l 

His contempt is all the more perceptible from how he pre- 
tends to glorify the Lord: 


We do not construe the Only-Begotten as having a substance in com- 
mon with those which have come to be from nothing. For that which 
is nothing is surely not a substance. Rather, we allot him as much su- 
periority as the maker necessarily has over the things he himself has 
made. 


After much groundwork to bring his account to this point, with 
these words he shows his love for humanity, saying that he does 
“not construe the Only-Begotten as having a substance in com- 
‘mon with those which have come to be from nothing.” But if 
the God of the universe, because he is unbegotten, is of necessi- 
ty distinct from those which have been begotten, and if all those 
who have been begotten have. it in common that they subsist 
from nothing, how is it that the latter are not necessarily joined 
in nature? For just as in the former case God’s inaccessibility 
distinguishes the natures, so too in the latter case their equality 
in honor joins them to one another as identical in this respect. 
Though they say that the Son and those which he has brought 
into being are from nothing, and construe them” as having a 
nature in common in this respect, they deny that they attribute 
to him a substance that is like those who are from nothing. 
There’s something else: as if he himself were Lord, Eunomius 
provides as much dignity as he wants to the Only-Begotten, writ- 
ing as follows: “We allot him as much superiority as the maker 


who utters the words He Who Is to Moses speaks his own name [Ex 3.14], so 
those who participate in He Who Is become those who exist, called, as it were, 
from non-existence into existence” (J. A. F. Gregg, “Documents: The Commen- 
tary of Origen upon the Epistle to the Ephesians,” JTS 3 [1902]: 234-44, 398- 
420, and 554-76; trans. [modified] Ronald E. Heine, The Commentaries of Origen 
and Jerome on St Paul’s Epistle io the Ephesians {Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2002], 80). 

95. Eunomius, Apol. 15.7-11 (EW 52). 

96. See 1 Tm 6.16. 

97. That is, the Son and those he has brought into being. 
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necessarily has over the things he himself has made.” He did not 
say “we comprehend” or “we are of the opinion” as would have 
been suitable when speaking about God, but rather “we allot” as 
if he himself were responsible for the measure of the distribu- 
tion. How much superiority does he give him? “As much as the 
maker necessarily has over the things he himself has made.” This 
falls short of providing evidence for a difference in substance. 
Though human beings are superior to their own products by 
virtue of their artistic skill, they are nevertheless of the same 
substance with them. Examples include the potter and his clay, 
and the shipbuilder and his lumber.” Both” are similarly bodies. 
Both are similarly perceptible by the senses and made of earth.!% 

[2.20] After admitting only this much difference between 
the Son and creation, he immediately also does damage to the 
notion of the Only-Begotten: 


For this reason he is the Only-Begotten, since he was begotten and 


created by the power of the unbegotten, as only one from only one, 


thereby becoming his most perfect minister.!! 


I don’t know with which of these statements I should be more 
enraged. On the one hand, he cunningly damages the name 
‘Only-Begotten’ in order to use it in a sense contrary to both the 
customary usage of people and the pious tradition of the scrip- 
tures. For in common usage ‘only-begotten’ does not designate 
the one who comes from only one person, but the one who is 
the only one begotten. On the other hand, there’s the blasphe- 
mous term ‘creature.’ He has maliciously linked this term with 
“was begotten” so that he might indicate that the Lord partici- 
pates in the designation ‘has been begotten’ no differently than 
creatures do. He thinks that the Lord has been named ‘Son’ 
in the same way as in the passages: he has begotten sons and raised 


98. By “clay” and “lumber” Basil must mean the clay that the potter has 
formed into an object and the lumber fitted together to construct a ship, not the 
raw materials before they are shaped into a product. The artisan transcends the 
product as cause to the effect. 

99. That is, the artisan and his products. 

100. That is, the element earth, not the planet. 

101. Eunomius, Apol. 15.14~15 (EW 52). Note that “from only one” is an 
addition. 
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them [Is 1.2] and Israel is my firstborn son [Ex 4.22], and that he 
does not have the name which is above every name [Phil 2.9], but 
has been deemed as equally worthy of the designation as the 
others. 

These men have recourse to the text of Solomon, and from 
it, as if from a base of military operations, they launch an assault 
on the faith. On the basis of that passage said in the person of 
Wisdom: the Lord created me [Prv 8.22], they have supposed that 
it is permissible for them to call the Lord a ‘creature.’ But for 
my part, I have many things to say about this line.’” First of 
all, this is said only once in all the scriptures. Second, in this 
book a great deal of the meaning is hidden and on the whole 
it proceeds by means of proverbs, parables, dark sayings, and 
enigmas,!° such that no one may take anything from it that is 
either indisputable or crystal-clear. I’ll refrain from saying more 
lest I prolong this treatise by making lengthy digressions. Else- 
where in the proper place we will conduct the examination, de- 
ferred for now, of what they have understood in an evil way; in 
that place, if God grants it, the correct understanding of this 
verse will be found. At any rate, I think that, whatever is said 
with God’s help, the sense will be much more consistent with 
the text in question and will bring no danger when it is clarified 
by the investigation.’ But in the meantime let us be sure not 
to let the following point go unnoticed: that other translators, 
who have hit upon the meaning of the Hebrew words in a more 
appropriate way, render it as “he acquired me” instead of he cre- 
ated me. This is going to be a great obstacle for them against 
their blasphemous term ‘creature.’ For the. one who said: T have 


102. For a discussion of Basil’s comments on Prv 8.22 in this section, see 
Mark DelCogliano, “Basil of Caesarea on Proverbs 8.22 and the Sources of Pro- 
Nicene Theology,” JTS n.s. 59 (2008): 183-90. 

103. See Prv 1.6. 

104. Basil never returns to the exegesis of Prv 8.22, either in Eun. or else- 
where in his corpus. 

105. Here Basil summarizes Eusebius, £. th. 3.2.15 and 20. Eusebius cites the 
three alternative renditions of Prv 8.22 on the part of the three post-Septuagint 
translators of the Hebrew scriptures into Greek, Aquila, Symmachus, and The- 
odotion, all of whom translate “he acquired me” (éxti}oato pe) instead of the 
LXX’s “he created me” (€ktioév pe). 
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acquired a man through God [Gn 4.1] clearly used this term, not 
because he had created Cain, but rather because he had begot- 
ten him.'°6 

[2.21] Let’s return to the beginning of the passage. “For 
this reason,” says Eunomius, “he is the Only-Begotten, since he 
was begotten and created as from only one, thereby becoming 
his most perfect minister.” So if he is called ‘only-begotten’ 
not because he is the only one begotten, but because he is be- 
gotten from only one, and if in your view being created is the 
same thing as being begotten, why didn’t you also name him 
the ‘only-created’? For there is no thought that you don’t have 
a knack ‘for expressing! At any rate, according to your account 
it seems that no human being is only-begotten since everyone 
is begotten as the result of sexual intercourse. Not even Sarah, 
in your view, was the mother of an only-begotten child, for she 
did not produce him by herself, but together with Abraham. 
If your opinions were to prevail, it would be necessary for the 
entire world to re-learn this term, that the name ‘only-begotten’ 
does not indicate a lack of siblings but the absence of a pair of 
procreators. 

Furthermore, creation is already inferior in dignity to God 
the Word because he is its cause. For creation falls short of be- 
ing only-begotten insofar as the Son joins the Father in creating 
it? But these men would still not concede this point. For they 
name him “his most perfect minister.” So, then, how in your 


106. Basil attributes this verse to a masculine speaker, presumably Adam, 
even though in Gn 4.1 it is Eve who speaks this line. Basil makes the same error 
in Spir. 5.12. Once again, Basil is summarizing Eusebius, who explicitly attri- 
butes the verse to Adam; see E. th. 3.2.21-23. 

107. Eunomius, Apol. 15.14~-15 (EW 52). Note that Basil omits “only one” 
and adds “from only one” (as before). 

108. See Gn 21.2. 

109. According to Basil, Eunomius thinks that what comes from more than 
one source cannot be only-begotten, but that the world comes from two sourc- 
es, the Father and the Son. It is for this reason, then, that Eunomius thinks 
the world cannot be only-begotten. In what follows, Basil counters Eunomius 
by pointing out that Eunomius does not believe that the world comes from two 
sources, since the Son is merely an instrument of the Father. Therefore, accord- 
ing to Basil, Eunomius does not adequately distinguish the created order and 


the Son. 
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view has creation not come to be from only one when you give 
God the Word to the Father as a kind of lifeless instrument? 
This will be the case unless someone is going to deny that only 
the shipbuilder has made the ship because he has used instru- 
ments to construct it. As a consequence of your view, creation 
and its parts are only-begotten: not only the invisible powers, 
but also perceptible bodies, even the most worthless of these, 
wood-boring insects, locusts, and frogs. For God commanded 
and they came to be [Ps 148.5]. After all, what ministering could 
have been needed by the one who creates by will alone, seeing 
that creation came into existence simultaneously with his will- 
ing it? What, then? How do we say that all things come to be 
through the Son? In this way: the divine will, taking its origin 
from the Primal Cause as from a kind of spring, proceeds to ac- 
tivity through his own image, God the Word. But Eunomius has 
designated the only-begotten Son as a minister, attributing to 
him this great thing: that he is well-suited for administering the 
things that have been assigned to him. But if he possesses glory 
not in virtue of being perfect God, but in virtue of being a reli- 
able minister, how will he be different from the ministering spirits 
[Heb 1.14] who blamelessly accomplish their task of adminis- 
tering? He has linked “was created” with “was begotten” so that 
on this basis he might show that there is no difference between 
the Son and a creature. 
[2.22] The exhortation he gives also deserves a hearing: 


When one attends to the designation ‘Father and Son,’ one must not 
think of his begetting as human, and one must not start from genera- 
tion among human beings and subject God to the names and passions 
of partnership.’”° 


His exhortation amounts to this: one must not think of any 
likeness of substance between the Son and Father. For this is 
his intent when he forbids the term ‘partnership,’ as if the sub- 


110. Eunomius, Apol. 16.1-3 (EW 52). The term “partnership” (petovoia) 
referred to any kind of fellowship or union. Eunomius used it in the sense of 
the sexual “partnership” of a man and a woman. But this term also had a techni- 
cal meaning of “participation” or “the sharing of substance.” It is this sense that 
Basil exploits, understanding the term as referring to the ontological fellowship 
or union (i.e., the sharing of substance) between a father and a son. 
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stance of the Father has no communion with that of the Only- 
Begotten. This is why he pompously makes distinctions between 
names. We have not bothered with such things. For it is not the 
case that whenever the form of a word is the same, the meaning 
is the same, such that he can deny, for instance, that God is the 
Father of the Son because of those named ‘fathers’ upon the 
earth. 

As I see it, while there is much that distinguishes Christian- 
ity from Greek error and Jewish ignorance, I think there is no 
doctrine in the gospel of our salvation more important than 
faith in the Father and the Son. For even schismatics, whatever 
their error might be, agree that God is the Founder and the 
Creator. ™! Now in which group should we put Eunomius? He 
declares that ‘Father’ is a pseudonym and that ‘Son’ only goes 
so far as a mere designation.’” He thinks that it makes no differ- 
ence whether one confesses ‘Father’ or ‘founder,’ and whether 
one says ‘Son’ or ‘something made.’ So in what party should 
we count him? Among the Greeks or the Jews? For whoever 
denies the power of piety and the distinctive character (so to 
speak) of our worship will not affiliate himself with Christians. 
For we have not put our faith in the Creator and something 
made. Rather, we have been sealed in the Father and the Son 
through the grace received in baptism. Hence when he dares 
to deny these terms, he simultaneously takes exception to the 
whole power of the gospels, proclaiming a Father who has not 
begotten and a Son who was not begotten. 

“But I say these things,” says Eunomius, “in order to avoid 
the notion of passion that term ‘Father’ introduces.” He who 
knows for certain how to live a pious life repudiates whatever is 
incongruous in how we understand these words!" (if there even 
is such a thing in them). He understands that he should not 


111. Gr. xtiotny Kai ônpiovpyóv. Only here and in the next sentence does 
Basil speak of God as the ktiotns (‘Founder’). Elsewhere he employs the terms 
Sqpiovpyds and nointys (‘Creator and ‘Maker’). 

112. Gr. péxpi mpoonyopiag widijc. Cf. Aetius, Synt. 8: ëw wiAijg mpoonyopias. 

113. This is not a citation of Eunomius, but a résumé of his thought in Apol. 
16 and 17. 

` © 114. That is, the words ‘Father’ and ‘Son.’ 
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reject the entire term once and for all because, if he does so on 
the pretext of inappropriateness, he may also discard whatever 
is useful in it. He knows that when it is a question of doctrines 
about God he should purify words of lowly and fleshly concepts 
and think of the begetting that is suitable for the holiness and 
impassibility of God. On the one hand, he must lay aside as inef 
fable and incomprehensible the manner in which God has be- 
gotten. On the other hand, he must be mentally conveyed from 
the designation ‘begetting’ to likeness in substance. Indeed, it 
is clear to anyone who examines these names, ] mean ‘Father’ 
and ‘Son,’ that they do not in their proper and primary sense 
naturally give rise to the notion of corporeal passions. On the 
contrary, when they are said by themselves they indicate only 
their relation to one another.’ The Father is he who provides 
to another the beginning of being in a nature similar to his 
own, whereas the Son is he who has the beginning of his being 
from another in a begotten way. 

[2.23] So, then, when we hear that a man is a father, at that 
time the notion of passion occurs to us as well. But when we 
hear that God is Father, we reason our way back to the cause that 
is without passion. Since Eunomius has become accustomed to 
using this designation for the nature that is subject to passion, 
he denies what is beyond the comprehension of his own reason- 
ing as an impossibility. It is inappropriate to refuse to believe 
in the impassibility of God because of attention to the passion 
of corruptible beings. And it is inappropriate to compare the 
immutable and inalterable substance with the transient nature 
that is subject to countless changes. The following thought is 
also not to be entertained: since mortal animals beget through 
passion, God too begets in this way. On the contrary, the follow- 
ing consideration must be our guide to the truth: since corrupt- 
ible beings beget in this way, the incorruptible one does so in 
the opposite way. 


115. In other words, ‘Father’ and ‘Son’ are by their very nature relative 
terms. Cf. Eun. 2.9. This distinguishes them from terms which are not relative in 
themselves, but which can be used relatively. For example, ‘God’ can be used on 
its own, but it can also be used relatively, such as: ‘the God of Israel.’ A term like 
‘father’ is by nature relative because it always indicates the existence of a child, 
whether explicitly stated, as in ‘father of a son,’ or not. l 
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Furthermore, it should not be said that we attribute these 
names to God in an improper sense’'® on the grounds that they 
are used in the proper and primary sense for human beings. For 
our Lord Jesus Christ leads us back to the principle of all things 
and the true cause of beings when he says: Call no man your father 
on earth, for you have one Father, who is in heaven [Mt 23.9]. So, 
then, how can Eunomius believe that we ought to reject these 
terms because they principally indicate the passions of the flesh, 
when the Lord transfers them from human beings to God as fit- 
ting for his impassibility? Even if he is also called the Father of 
creatures, this still does not conflict with our account. For ac- 
cording to the saying of Job, he who gave birth to the drops of the 
dew [Jb 38.28] did not give birth to the drops and the Son in a 
similar way. Nonetheless, if they dare to make this claim, such 
that they call the substance of the dew a ‘son’ who is equal in 
rank, then it is no longer incumbent upon us to provide any. ar- 


_ gument against them. For in this case they would have brought 


their blasphemy to the point of the most obvious shamelessness. 

When God is called the ‘Father of us all,’ he is not our Father 
and the Father of the Only-Begotten in the same way. If their 
impiety is based on the fact that the Lord is designated the first- 
born of all creation [Col 1.15] and the firstborn among many brothers 
[Rom 8.29], they should learn from the gospel that the Lord 
gives the designation ‘his own mother and brothers’ to those 
who come into affinity with him by the works of virtue. For he 
says: Who is my mother, and who are my brothers, other than those 
who do the will of my Father in heaven? [Mt 12.48-50] Hence God 
is named our Father not in an improper sense, nor metaphori- 
cally, but in the proper, primary, and true sense. For he brings 
us into being from nothing through corporeal parents and into 
affinity with him by caring for us. If God has been truly called 
our Father since he had judged us worthy of adoption as sons 
by grace, what argument will deny that he is not unfittingly des- 
ignated the Father of the one who is his Son by nature and has 
proceeded from his substance? 

On account of “the designation of Father and Son,” says Eu- 


116. Using words kataypnotikðç, “in an improper sense,” is the opposite of 
using them kupiwe, “in the proper sense.” 
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nomius, “one must not think of the begetting of the Lord as 
human.”!”” Even I would say this. But what prevents the pious 
from believing in a begetting that is divine and without pas- 
sion? I think he uses these words not in order to show that God 
has begotten him without passion, but to show that God has 
not begotten at all. So, then, how was it that you declared in 
your words above, O noblest of men, that the substance of the 
Only-Begotten is something begotten? For if he has not been 
begotten, on what basis does ‘something begotten’ belong to 
him in your account? Because of the opposition between ‘be- 
gotten’ and ‘unbegotten,’ he strives to show that the substance 
is something begotten. Then again, when he sees how affinity 
of substance is signified by this term, he deprives the one who is 
something begotten of being begotten.!8 

Furthermore, if he refuses to use this term on the grounds 
that it indicates passion, what prevents him from not admit- 
ting for the same reasons that God is the Creator? For a cer- 
tain fatigue always accompanies. all corporeal activities, which 
is of greater or lesser intensity in proportion to the power of 
the maker and the various magnitudes of its tasks. Saying that 
the divine and blessed nature is constrained by weariness is no 
less impious than subjecting it to dishonorable passions. So if 
he creates without passion, you should also admit that the be- 
getting is without passion. 

[2.24] So, then, there has been sufficient discussion of the 
fact that God is called Father in the proper and suitable sense, 
and that this is not a name of passion but of affinity, affinity 
either by grace as in the case of human beings, or by nature as 
in the case of the Only-Begotten. Now let us grant that even this 
term, like so many others, is figurative and is said metaphorical- 
ly. But when we hear that God becomes angry, falls asleep, and 
flies,” and other descriptions like these which produce mean- 
ings that are not suitable when taken in their obvious sense, we 
neither strike out the words of the Spirit nor take what has been 


117. Eunomius, Apol. 16.1~2 (EW 52). Basil adds “of the Lord.” 


118. At Eun. 2.23, 62 (SC 305.96), we read yeyevvijo@a: instead of yn- 
yevvijo8ai, presumably a misprint. 
119. Such language is frequent in the Psalms. 
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said in a bodily manner. Why shouldn’t we also inquire into the 
notions of this term, so often employed by the Spirit, that are 
appropriate for God? Or shall we expunge only this term from 
the scripture, denouncing it on the basis of how humans use it? 

Let’s examine the issue in this way. According to customary 
usage here below, the designation ‘to beget’ signifies two things: 
the passion of the begetter and the affinity to the one begotten. 
This being the case, when the Father says to the Only-Begotten: 
From the womb before daybreak I have begotten you [Ps 109.3] and: 
You are my Son; today I have begotien you [Ps 2.7], which of these 
two do we say is communicated by means of this word? That 
begetters are subject to passion? Or that there is an affinity of 
nature between begetter and the one begotten? For my part, I 
claim the latter. I can’t imagine that these men would ever con- 
tradict me, unless they have been reduced to manifest delirium. 
And so, if the term is proper to God, why do you dishonor it as 
if it were foreign? Since it has been transferred from human af- 
fairs, latch onto its sound sense and put aside the meanings that 
are less good. When it is a question of a polyvalent expression, it 
is surely possible to be guided by the word to its correct notion 
and thereby go beyond its lowly and dishonorable meanings. 

Do not say to me: “What is the begetting? What kind of thing 
is it? How could it happen?” Even now we are not going to re- 
pudiate the solid foundation of our faith in the Father and the 
Son because the manner of the begetting is ineffable and utterly 
inconceivable. If we are going to measure all things by compre- 
hension and suppose that that which is incomprehensible to our 
reasoning does not exist at all, the reward of faith will be gone, 
the reward of hope will be gone. How could we still be worthy of 
the blessings stored up for faith in invisible realities, if we trust 
only in that which is evident to our reasoning? Why did the na- 
tions become futile and their senseless heart darkened [Rom 1.21]? 
Wasn’t it because they followed only what was apparent to their 
reasoning and refused to believe the proclamation of the Spirit? 
Whom does Isaiah mourn for as lost? Woe to those who are wise in 
their own eyes and smart in their own sight! [Is 5.21] How can it not 
be men such as these?!” 


120. That is, Eunomius and his associates. 
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I will pass by many things Eunomius says in the meantime— 
everything he openly puts forth about the Son not being be- 
gotten and everything he says by way of pretense about how 
the Only-Begotten admits of being a creature and something 
made—because I want to get to the most important part of his 


. impiety. I will indicate only the following about what we are 


leaving out: wishing to conceal with his words the blasphemy 
he prepared earlier in the treatise and to soften the shameless- 
ness of his account, he said that he does not construe the Only- 
Begotten as something in common with creation.” But he has 


‘forgotten his own doctrines which he expounded above with 


naked and undisguised expressions. Because of them he once 
again falls into a shameless contradiction that is as obvious as 
can be. So, then, this is what he writes: 


Let no one be disturbed when he hears that the Son is something 
made, as if a common substance were construed for them by the com- 
monality of the names.’ 


So, then, O wisest of men, if diversity of substance necessarily — 


follows upon difference in names—for you surely recall that he 
uttered these words in his earlier arguments'**’—how is it not 
true even in this case that commonality of substance follows 
upon the commonality of names? For he clearly did not make 
this statement just once or incidentally. As soon as he says that 
the commonality of names does not mean there is a substance 
in common, a little further on, as if regretting what he just said, 
he adds the following to attack his opponents: 


If in fact these people had any concern for the truth, they should con- 
fess that when names are different, the substances are also different.!*4 


How could anyone use language more carelessly? In short mea- 
sure, he switches between contrary positions: now he says that a 
difference in names necessarily intimates diversity in substance, 
now he says that commonality of names does not mean that 
there is a substance in common. But here I think we are behav- 


. 121. See Eunomius, Apol. 15.7-11 (EW 52); cf. Eun. 2.19. 
122, Eunomius, Apol. 17.8-g (EW 54). 
123. See Eunomius, Apol. 12.3-4 (EW 48), discussed in Eun. 2.4. 
124. Eunomius, Apol. 18.13-14 (EW 56). 
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ing very similarly to those who accuse a murderer of an insult or 
a punch or some such misdemeanor. 

[2.25] So, then, let’s pass on to his capital offense. Eunomius 
saw that there is a common preconception that exists similarly 
in all Christians—at least in those who are truly worthy of this 
designation. It concerns the fact that the Son is the begotten 
light who has shone forth from the unbegotten light, that he 
is life itself and goodness itself that has proceeded from the 
lifegiving source and the paternal goodness. Then he noticed 
that, unless he threw these notions of ours into confusion, there 
would be nothing left of his sophisms. For the one who confess- 
es that the Father is light and that the Son is light will spontane- 
ously be led, because the notion of light is one and the same, to 
the confession of their affinity in substance. According to the 
very definition of light, there is neither a verbal nor a notion- 
al difference between a light and a light. So, then, in order to 
take this away from us, Eunomius casts the nets of his scheming 
tricks around the account of faith. He teaches that these lights 
are absolutely incomparable and have nothing at all in com- 
mon with one another, saying that the opposition between the 
unbegotten and the begotten is the same as that between light 
and light. If we deny his claim, he says that we are obligated to 
confess that God is composite. 

But let’s hear it from his very text: 


Does light, when said of the unbegotten, signify something different 
from the unbegotten, or does each!” signify the same thing? On the 
one hand, if one thing and another, then it is perfectly clear that that 
which is compounded from one thing and another is itself composite, 
and that which is composite is not unbegotten. But on the other hand, 
if the same thing, then, as much as the begotten differs from the unbe- 
gotten, so much must the light differ from the light, and the life from 
the life, and the power from the power.!?° 


Behold and grasp the horrible blasphemy! “As much as the be- 
gotten differs from the unbegotten,” he says, “so much will the 
light differ from the light, and the life from the life, and the 
power from the power.” So let’s put a question to him: How far 


125. That is, ‘light’ and ‘unbegotten.’ 
126. Eunomius, Apol. 19.9-15 (EW 56-58). 
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apart is the begotten from the unbegotten? Is it just a little bit, 
and just enough so that they will sometimes be able to come to- 
gether at the same point? Or is this utterly unfeasible and even 
more impossible than the same person being alive and dead at 
the same instant, being healthy and sick at the same time, and 


being simultaneously awake and asleep? These sorts of states - 


are set against one another in such an extreme opposition that 
when one is present the other is necessarily absent, being by na- 
ture absolutely incapable of coexisting and coinciding.!”” 

[2.26] So, then, given that the opposition between the be- 
gotten and the unbegotten is like this, consider the one who 
names the Father ‘light’ and the Son ‘light’ and says that the 
one light differs from the other light as much as the begotten 
differs from the unbegotten. Isn’t it clear that, even if he makes 
a verbal show of his concern for humanity when he pretends 
to name the Son ‘light,’ he is on the contrary leading the no- 
tion of light to its opposite by the force of his words? See for 
yourself. What is opposed to the unbegotten? Is it another un- 
begotten or the begotten? Clearly, it is the begotten. But what 
is opposed to the light? Another light, or darkness? Surely, it is 
the darkness. So, “if as much as the begotten differs from the 
unbegotten, so much must the light differ from the light,” then 
who in the world can fail to see his impiety? He introduces that 
which is opposite to light when he designates him as ‘light’ and 
thereby suggests that the substance of the Only-Begotten is con- 
trary to the nature of the light. 

Let him show us a light that is opposed to light and has the 
measure of opposition that exists between the begotten and the 
unbegotten. If this light does not exist and Eunomius himself 
cannot conceptualize it, no one should remain unaware of the 
scheme he uses in secret to construct his blasphemy. Since he 


127. Eunomius said that the light predicated of the unbegotten differs from 
the light predicated of the begotten by as much as the unbegotten differs from 
the begotten. Basil interprets the difference between the begotten and unbe- 
gotten as that between two items that are not only contradictory of one another, 
such that if one exists, the other cannot exist, but are actually contraries. Where- 
as Eunomius envisioned a difference of degree between the two, Basil under- 
stands it to be a qualitative difference. 
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thinks that the begotten is opposed to the unbegotten by way of 


contrariety, he holds that the same opposition obtains between 
light and light in order to show in every way that the substance 
of the Father is antagonistic and hostile to that of the Only- 
Begotten. Such is the reason for this novel legislation of doc- 
trines: “as much as the begotten differs from the unbegotten, 
so much must the light differ from the light.” On the one hand, 
there is a certain opposition, as they themselves affirm, between 
the unbegotten and ‘the begotten according to the imposition 
of the words, even if not according to the nature of the realities. 
On the other hand, between light and light no one can concep- 
tualize either a verbal or a notional opposition. 

So he appears to mislead himself through his deceptive soph- 
isms. For he thinks that things that follow upon contraries have 
the same conflict with one another that the things that entail 
them also have, and that whenever a contrary is present to one 
of a pair of contraries, the contrary of it will in every case follow 
in the other member of the pair. For example, if light follows 
upon vision, then darkness must follow upon blindness. If per- 
ceiving by the senses follows upon being alive, then not perceiv- 
ing by the senses must follow upon being dead. But anyone with 
even a little understanding recognizes that such conclusions are 


. feeble and errant. Just because being alive follows upon being 


awake, being dead does not in every case follow upon being 
asleep. Nor is the begotten contrary to the unbegotten. If they 
are contraries, they are also destructive of one other—may this 
be on the head of the blasphemers! On the contrary, they are 
not hostile in nature. Nor will that which follows upon them 
necessarily have the same interval between them as the things 
that entail them have been shown to have. 

[2.27] So you have two choices: either retract your words or 
stop denying your impiety. This is what your blasphemy says: “as 
much as the begotten differs from the unbegotten, so much 
must the light differ from the light.” Therefore, just as the be- 
gotten one will never participate in unbegottenness, so too you 
will never grant him participation in the light. In your view the 
substance of the Only-Begotten will be equally distant from both 
being unbegotten and being conceived as and named ‘light.’ 
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Even though John cries out to you with the piercing voice of 
the Spirit, saying: He was the true light [Jn 1.9], you do not have 
the ears to hear or the heart to understand.'* Instead, with your 
sophisms you drive the substance of the Only-Begotten over to 
the nature that is antagonistic to the light and cannot coexist 
with it. You cannot claim convincingly that you do not deprive 
the Only-Begotten of the designation ‘light.’ For piety is not a 
matter of producing empty noises in the air, but concerns the 
force of what is signified. 

Eunomius did not stop with these claims, but also makes both 
the life and the power have the same measure of separation when 
he says: “as much as the begotten differs from the unbegotten, 
so much must the light differ from the light, and the life from 
the life, and the power from the power.” Therefore, in your view, 
the Only-Begotten is neither life nor power. Would you edit the 
Lord himself when he says: 7 am the life [Jn 14.6]? Would you edit 
Paul when he says: Christ the power of God [1 Cor 1.24]? The dem- 
onstration above fits the present case as well. For no one would 
claim that life is opposed to life and that power is opposed to 
power. It is death and powerlessness which constitute the most 
complete opposition to them. With respect to these points, Euno- 


mius hides his cunning in the craftiness of his words, secretly and. 


altogether hiddenly preparing his horrible impiety. He removes 
the nature of the Only-Begotten to that which is contrary to the 
Father by means of his verbal trickery, retaining only the reverent 
honor of the names. 

So, then, what is our position? When we confess that the Fa- 
ther is unbegotten and the Son is begotten, how can we avoid 
implying that they are contrary according to being itself? What 
do we say? We say that he is the good Son of the good Father, 
the eternal light that has shone forth from the unbegotten light, 
the lifegiving source that has proceeded from the true life, and 
the power of God that has appeared from power itself. But dark- 
ness and death and weakness are classed with the ruler of this 
world, with the world rulers of the darkness [Eph 6.12], with the spirits 
of wickedness [Eph 6.12], and with every power that is an enemy 


128. See Mt 11.15 and 13.15. 
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of the divine nature. None of these have acquired opposition to 
the good according to their substance. If so, the blame would re- 
dound to the creator. It is by their own freewill that they have 
fallen away into evil, depriving themselves of what is good. Giving 
God a tongue-lashing, Eunomius endeavors to bring the nature 
of the Only-Begotten over to this very class. When he posits that 
the substance of the Father is light, he certainly cannot say that 
it is superior in glory and in splendor, supposing that the sub- 
stance of the Only-Begotten itself is also light but dimmer and, 
as it were, obscured. Such claims do not belong to a pious way of 
thinking because they deprive the image of its likeness by mak- 
ing it faint. We are justified in wishing to accuse him of holding 
these opinions, for it would not require much effort on our part 
to correct him. 

[2.28] As it is, the difference between the unbegotten and 
the begotten is not in terms of a more and a less, as if between 
a lesser and a greater light. On the contrary, there is an interval 
between them as great as that between things which are com- 
pletely incapable of coexisting with one another. It is unfeasible 
that the one paired with the other will ever be transformed into 
the opposite state by changing, such that either the unbegot- 
ten becomes begotten or, vice versa, what is begotten is trans- 
formed into something unbegotten. So he who once declared: 
“as much as the begotten differs from the unbegotten, so much 
must the light differ from the light,” cannot even retain this ar- 
gument as an escape route. On the one hand, the light that is 
pure is the same in kind as the light that is (so to speak) fading 
and dimmer, differing only in intensity. On the other hand, the 
unbegotten is not an intensification of the begotten, and the be- 
gotten is surely not a kind of attenuation of the unbegotten. On 
the contrary, they stand apart from one another (so to speak) in 
diametrical opposition. So, then, those who posit the begotten 
and the unbegotten as substances are faced with the following 
absurd consequences, and even more than these: the contrary 
will be begotten from the contrary, and instead of a natural af- 
finity, a certain necessary discord between them will be revealed 
in their very substances. But it is more ignorant than impious 
to say that the substance is contrary to anything whatsoever, as 
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was acknowledged long ago even by the wise men outside of the 
faith. Whenever these men!” could not find support for their 
blasphemy in them, they paid no attention to their arguments 
as if they were of no worth. At any rate, it is unfeasible that con- 
trariety exists in the substance.!” 

If anyone wants to accept that which is true, namely, that be- 
gotten and unbegotten are distinctive features that enable iden- 
tification and are observed in the substance,}*! which lead to the 
clear and unconfused notion of the Father and the Son, then he 
will escape the danger of impiety and preserve logical coherence 
in his reasoning. The distinctive features, which are like certain 
characters and forms observed in the substance, differentiate 
what is common by means of the distinguishing characters and 
do not sunder the substance’s sameness in nature. For example, 
the divinity is common, whereas fatherhood and sonship are 
distinguishing marks: from the combination of both, that is, of 
the common and the unique, we arrive at comprehension of the 
truth. Consequently, upon hearing ‘unbegotten light’ we think of 
the Father, whereas upon hearing ‘begotten light’ we receive the 
notion of the Son. Insofar as they are light and light, no contrari- 
ety exists between them, whereas insofar as they are begotten and 
unbegotten, one observes the opposition between them.’ 


12g. That is, Eunomius and his associates. 

130. The wise man outside of the faith is Aristotle, Cat. 3b24-25. Yet Ba- 
sil equivocates between Aristotle’s point that there is nothing contrary to sub- 
stance (ousia), whether primary or secondary substance, and the mistaken point 
that the defining characteristics of two substances cannot be contrary to one an- 
other. The latter is inconsistent not only with Aristotle, but also with Basil’s own 
account below in Eun. 2.28 of contrary differentiating properties like aquatic 
and terrestrial, rational and irrational, which mark off species within a common 
generic substance. 

131. Gr. ywwptotiKds iSiotyTas EmBewpovpevac tf obsia. For similar language, 
see Porphyry, Sent. 38: “And in general they [i.e., the ancients] have made its 
nature clear [i.e., the nature of Being] through the positing of the most con- 
trary characteristics, assuming both of them simultaneously, in order that we 
may eliminate from it conceptions fabricated from the corporeal realm, which 
serve only to obscure the particular features which serve to identify Being (tac 
yrwpiotixas iSidtHTag tod Svtoc)” (Luc Brisson, ed., Porphyre, Sentences [Paris: 
J. Vrin, 2005], 360; trans. John Dillon in Brisson 824). 

132. Basil’s ideas in this paragraph found earlier expression in Ep. 361 to 
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It is the nature of the distinguishing marks to show other 
ness in the identity of the substance. And as for the distinguish- 
ing marks themselves, while they are often contradistinguished 
from one another such that they are separated to the point of 
being contraries, they certainly do not rupture the unity of the 
substance, as with the winged and the footed, the aquatic and 
the terrestrial, and the rational and the irrational.!*? Since there 
is one substance that underlies all of them, these distinguishing 
marks do not make the substance foreign to itself, nor are they 
persuaded to join each other in a kind of rebellion. They implant 
the activity of the things they identify as a kind of light in our 
soul, and guide to an understanding attainable by our minds. But 
Eunomius, having transferred the opposition of the distinguish- 
ing marks to the substance, takes from this the starting-point of 
his impiety, scaring us with sophisms as if we were children: if the 
light should indeed be something other than unbegottenness, 
then we will necessarily demonstrate that God is composite. 

[2.29] What do I claim? I say that unless the light is some- 
thing different from unbegottenness, then one can no longer 
attribute it to the Son, just as one cannot attribute unbegotten- 
ness itself to him. The following teaches us how the meanings of 
the words differ. God is said to dwell in light [1 Tm 6.16] and to 
be robed in light [Ps 103.2], but nowhere does the Word say that 
he dwells in his own unbegottenness or that unbegottenness sur- 
rounds him externally—for such things are ridiculous. Rather, 
begottenness and unbegottenness are distinctive features that 
enable identification. If there were nothing that characterized 
the substance, there would be no way for our understanding to 
penetrate it. Since the divinity is one, it is impossible to receive 
a notion of the Father or the Son that distinguishes each, unless 


Apollinarius (assuming authenticity). For a discussion of Basil's correspon- 
dence with Apollinarius, see Drecoll 21~37 and Hildebrand 37-41. 

133. The examples Basil gives are standard examples of the differentiae of 
the genus “animal.” They originate with Plato (Spk. 220a-222b, Ti. 39e~40), 
are discussed by Aristotle (Cat. 1b18-19, 14b38, 15a2-3;, PA 6g7b2~3), and are 
taken up in the late ancient commentaries on Aristotle. See Jaap Mansfeld, Her- 
esiography in Context: Hippolytus Elenchos as a Source for Greek Philosophy, Philoso- 
phia Antiqua 56 (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 80-81. 
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our thinking is nuanced by the addition of the distinguishing 
marks. 

Our response to the objection that God will be revealed as 
composite unless the light is understood as the same thing as 
unbegotten goes as follows. If we were to understand unbegot- 
tenness as part of the substance, there would be room for the 
argument which claims that what is compounded from different 
things is composite. But if we were to posit, on the one hand, 
the light or the life or the good as the substance of God, claiming 
that the very thing which God is is life as a whole, light as a whole, 
and good as a whole, while positing, on the other hand, that the 
life has unbegottenness as a concomitant, then how is the one 
who is simple in substance not incomposite? For surely the ways 
of indicating his distinctive feature will not violate the account of 
simplicity. Otherwise, all the things said about God will indicate 
to us that God is composite. And so, it seems that if we are go- 
ing to preserve the notion of simplicity and partlessness, there 
are two options. Either we will not claim anything about God ex- 
cept that he is unbegotten, and we will refuse to name him ‘invis- 
ible,’ ‘incorruptible,’ ‘immutable,’ ‘creator,’ judge,’ and all the 
names we now use to glorify him. Or, if we do admit these names, 
what will we make of them? Shall we apply all of them to the sub- 
stance? If so, we will demonstrate not only that he is composite, 
but also. that he is compounded from unlike parts, because dif- 
ferent things are signified by each of these names. Or shall we 
take them as external to the substance? So, whatever account of 
attribution they dream up for each of these names, they should 
apply the designation ‘unbegotten’ in the same way. 

[2.30] At this point, his argument is packed full with empty 
nonsense. He has disparaged in one fell swoop all those who 
have ever been devoted to the knowledge of God, as if he has 
hewed out a new and novel path [Heb 10.20] leading to God 
that none of his predecessors discovered. And so, last of all he 
introduces the blasphemy against the Son, as if he has been 
taught by the very substance of God: 


The [substance] that transcends kingly power and admits of no gener- 
ation whatsoever, which gives instruction in these matters to the mind 
that approaches them with goodwill, exhorts us to thrust aside as far 
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as possible, in virtue of a law of nature, its comparison with another 
thing.’ 


Does he not clearly indicate that he has been deemed worthy 
of receiving a revelation of inexpressible realities because he 
has brought his mind to God with goodwill? For this reason he 
has thrust aside the Only-Begotten as far as possible from com- 
munion with the Father, not counting him worthy of being ad- 
mitted into comparison. Yet he also says that by a law of nature 
the substance of the Only-Begotten is separated from that of the 
Father. Why does he say this? Because the God of the universe, 
even if he willed it, could not admit the Only-Begotten into af 
finity of substance. For this connection with him is precluded 
by a law of nature. And so, it would seem that God is not the 
lord of himself, but subject to the limits of necessity. After all, 
things that are compelled by a law of nature are such as to be 
conducted not by choice towards whatever seems good to the 
nature. Just as the heat of the fire belongs to it by nature and 
not by choice, and by necessity does not admit of coldness, be- 
ing deprived of communion with it by a law of nature, so too 
Eunomius wants the God and Father to have a substance that is 
foreign to the Son by a law of nature. But the laws of nature sug- 
gest, not a mutual distance between the Son and the Father, but 
a necessary and unbreakable communion. Now if Eunomius 
were to say that the God of the universe established by his will 
that which has no communion with him, not even in this way 
would the principle of the goodness of God allow Eunomius to 
be persuasive when he says that no communion in the things 
that belong to the Father is granted by him to the one who is 
from him. Nonetheless, the statement would be logically consis- 
tent. But the one who has investigated the nature of things per- 
ceptible to the senses would not say that there is estrangement 
by a law of nature; in this nature, each entity naturally produces 
things which are not foreign or contrary to it, but things that 
have affinity and kinship with it. 

[2.3.1] So, then, here again he has not perceived that his state- 


134. Eunomius, Apol. 20.11-14 (EW 58-60). On Eunomius’s understanding 


‘of “goodwill” (edvoia), see Vaggione 87-88. 
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ments are self-contradictory. For a little before this, irritated with 
those who say that the Only-Begotten is like the Father in sub- 
stance, he wrote as follows: 


To begin with, these men, who dare to compare the substance which 
is without a master, superior to every cause, and free from all laws, to 
the begotten substance that submits to the laws of the Father, seem to 
me either to have completely failed to investigate the nature of the 
universe or to have failed to make judgments on these matters with a 
pure mind.’ 


So, then, how does the substance which is without a master and 
free from all laws now appear to be incomparable, not voluntarily, 
but because it is predetermined by a law of nature and precludes, 
not by free choice, the begotten from communion with itself, 
such that for this reason it turns out to be unapproachable even 
to the Only-Begotten himself? Such is the great discord between 
his statements. But how great is his impiety? On the one hand, 
he designates the substance of the Father as ‘without a master’ 
and ‘free,’ if, that is, the substance that submits to the law of its 
nature is truly without a master. On the other hand, he declares 
in contrast that the substance of the Only-Begotten is servile, 
and on this basis deprives his nature of equality in honor. Now 
there are two realities, creation and divinity: while creation is as- 
signed to the rank of service and submission, divinity rules and 
is sovereign. Isn’t it clear that the one who deprives the Only- 
Begotten of the dignity of sovereignty and casts him down into 
the lowly rank of servitude also by the same token shows that he 
is co-ordinate with all creation? Indeed, there is nothing noble 
about him being set at the head of fellow-servants. Rather, un- 
less one confesses that he is king and sovereign, and that he ac- 
cepts submission not because of the inferiority of his nature but 
because of the goodness of his free choice, this is objectionable 
and horrible, and it brings destruction upon those who deny 
this. 

Eunomius adds: “Since the substance of God follows upon the laws 
of nature, it does not even admit of comparison with another, and 
it permits us to understand that its activity is consistent with and 


135. Eunomius, Apol. 20.1-5 (EW 58). 
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appropriate to its own dignity.” While he has said this to dem- 
onstrate the Only-Begotten’s estrangement from the Father, 
it actually confirms our account. For if the substance of God 
“permits one to understand that its activity is consistent with 
and appropriate to its own dignity,” then unbegottenness is a 
dignity (as Eunomius thinks). Yet in their view unbegottenness 
is also substance, and the Only-Begotten is either an activity 
of God or an image of an activity. All this agrees with their ac- 
count, and they cannot contradict these statements. Otherwise, 
I would place a high value on their renunciation of the same 
blasphemy. . 

Since it is they who made these Statements, let us draw an in- 
ference from their own words: if unbegottenness is a dignity of 
God, and the same is also substance, and if the activity of God is 
consistent with and appropriate to his dignity, and according to 
their supposition Christ is this activity, then he will have affinity 
and propriety with the substance of God. None of these prem- 
ises comes from us: combining their very own statements, we 
have made our demonstration on the basis of their claims. The 
dignity, says Eunomius, is consistent with the substance of God; 
his activity is proportional to the dignity; the Only-Begotten is 
an image of the activity. And vice versa, if the Only-Begotten 
is an image of the activity, and the activity is an image of the 
dignity, and the dignity is an image of the substance, then the 
Only-Begotten will be an image of the substance. So in this way 
even these men who often produce falsehood, when compelled 
by the evidence, testify to the truth, albeit not willingly. The 
demons similarly did not perform the work of the evangelists; 
rather, unable to look directly at the light of truth, they cried 
out: We know who you are, the Holy One of God [Mk 1.24]. 

[2.32] Let’s see what follows: 


If someone were to base his investigation on the created works, from 
them he would be led up to the substances, discovering that the Son 
is something made by the Unbegotten, whereas the Paraclete is some- 
thing made by the Only-Begotten. Convinced on the basis of the su- 


136. Eunomius, Apol. 20.13-15 (EW 60). The words in italics are additions 
on the part of Basil—and faithful ones at that. 
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periority of the Only-Begotten that their activities are different, he ac- 
cepts their difference in substance as indisputably demonstrated.!*” 


First of all, how is it possible to reason back from created works 
to substance? This is something which I for my part fail to see. 
For things which have been made are indicative of power and 
wisdom and skill, but not of the substance itself. Furthermore, 
they do not even necessarily communicate the entire power of 
the creator, seeing that the artisan can at times not put his en- 
tire strength into his activities; rather, he frequently attenuates 
his exertions for the products of his art. But if he were to set 
his whole power into motion for his product, even in this case 
it would be his strength that could be measured by means of 
his products, not his substance that could be comprehended, 
whatever it may be. 

If, because of the simplicity and incompositeness of the di- 
vine nature, Eunomius were to posit that the substance is con- 
current with the power, and if, because of the goodness that be- 
longs to God, he were to say that the whole power of the Father 
has been set into motion for the begetting of the Son, and the 
whole power of the Only-Begotten for the constitution?” of the 
Holy Spirit, so that one may consider the power of the Only- 
Begotten simultaneously with his substance on the basis of the 
Spirit, and comprehend the power of the Father and his sub- 
stance on the basis of the Only-Begotten, note what the con- 
sequence of this is. The very points he uses to try to confirm 
the unlikeness of the substance actually confirm its likeness! For 
if the power has nothing in common with the substance, how 
could he be led from the created works, which are the effects 
of power, to the comprehension of the substance? But if power 
and substance are the same thing, then that which characterizes 
the power will also completely characterize the substance. Hence 
the created works will not bring one to the unlikeness of sub- 
stance, as you say, but rather to the exactness of the likeness. So, 
once again, this attempt confirms our account rather than his. 

Either there is no basis on which to demonstrate his claims, or, 


137. Eunomius, Apol. 20.15~19 (EW 60). 
138. Gr. bndotaatc. 
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if he were to draw his images from human affairs, he would dis- 
cover that it is not from the products of the artisan that we com- 
prehend the artisan’s substance, but that it is from that which 
has been begotten that we come to know the nature of the be- 
getter. After all, it is impossible to comprehend the substance of 
the housebuilder from the house. But on the basis of that which 
is begotten it is easy to conceive of the nature of the begetter. 
Consequently, if the Only-Begotten is a created work, he does not 
communicate to us the substance of the Father. But if he makes 
the Father known to us through himself,' he is not a created 
work but rather the true Son, the image of God [2 Cor 4.4], and the 
character of his subsistence [Col 1.15]. So much for this subject. 
[2.33] Look how much he adds to his blasphemy! After dis- 
daining the warning which the Lord extends in the gospels to 
those who blaspheme against the Holy Spirit,’ which is as fear- 
ful as could be, Eunomius says that the Spirit is a created work. 
He barely concedes that he is alive, since this designation for 
the most part applies to lifeless things. Surely, his inclusion of 
the Lord in this blasphemy does not justify slackening our ir- 
ritation one bit. For this does not nullify his impiety but adds to 
his condemnation. The Lord has allowed the blasphemy against 
himself on account of his goodness, whereas he has declared 
that the blasphemy against the Holy Spirit is unforgivable for 
those who dare to do it. So, of all those who have attacked the 
truth from the time when the proclamation of piety was an- 
nounced, Eunomius is the first to dare to utter this term about 
the Spirit. We have certainly never heard anyone, even unto to- 
day, calling the Holy Spirit a created work, nor have we found 
this designation in the treatises they have bequeathed to us.'*! 


139. Jn 17.26. 

140. Mt 12.31~32; Mk 3.29; Lk 12.10. 

141. Basil cannot be claiming that Eunomius is the first to affirm the crea- 
turely status of the Holy Spirit. For example, both Origen (e.g., Jo. 2.73~75) and 
Eusebius of Caesarea (e.g., E. th. 3.6.1-2) held that the Holy Spirit was created. 
Basil must be objecting to Eunomius’s explicit use of the term dnpiovpynua (and 
probably noinua), translated as "created work” and “something made,” to desig- 


nate the Spirit. Neither Origen nor Eusebius employs these terms for the Holy 


Spirit; in fact, Origen explicitly denies that scripture permits them (see Princ. 
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Then he says: “If someone should base his investigation on the 
created works in order to comprehend the substances, he would 
discover that the Son is something made by the Unbegotten, 
while the Paraclete is something made by the Only-Begotten.”!” 
Here is a different kind of impiety, uttering two blasphemies with 
a single statement! After taking his contempt of the Holy Spirit 
as granted, he proceeds from this to the demonstration of the in- 
feriority of the Only-Begotten. While the heavens proclaim the glory 
of God [Ps 18.2], it appears that the Holy Spirit announces the 
inferiority of the glory of the Only-Begotten. When the Lord was 
speaking about the Paraclete, he said: He will glorify me [Jn 16.14], 
whereas that evilspeaking tongue declares that he prevents the 
Son from being compared with the Father. For Eunomius says 
that the Son is the maker of the Spirit—have mercy on us, O 
Lord, for saying these things! But this adds no nobility to the one 
who has created him. Therefore, he is not even worthy of being 
compared with the Father, since the worthlessness of what he has 
made has deprived him of that dignity of his which is equal to the 
Father’s in honor. l 

[2.34] Have you ever heard a blasphemy more insidious? 
Has anyone fallen so conspicuously into the inescapable judg- 
ment for having blasphemed against the Holy Spirit? Only Mon- 
tanus raged to such an extent against the Spirit, insulting him 
with lowly names and disparaging his nature to such an extent 
that he said that the Spirit brought ignominy on the one who 
had made him.'* Eunomius should have avoided speaking in 


3.3.3). In Eun. 2.2—7 Basil makes a similar argument about applying the terms 
‘something made’ and ‘something begotten’ to the Son. 

142. Eunomius, Apol. 20.15-17 (EW 60). 

143. Montanus flourished in the last quarter of the second century, in Phry- 
gia in Asia Minor. He gained a reputation for prophecy inspired by the Spirit, 
and attracted a following. The movement, known by its adherents as the “New 
Prophecy,” quickly spread throughout the Roman world. Perhaps its most fa- 
mous devotee was Tertullian of Carthage, who came under its influence in the 
early third century. Montanism can be understood as a protest against the laxity 
of the ecclesiastical organization. Rather than to ecclesial structures and offi- 
cials, the Montanists ascribed authority to the Paraclete, who reinforced church 
discipline and was thought to be the guarantor of correct scriptural interpre- 
tation. The New Prophecy was rejected by mainstream Catholics primarily be- 
cause of its rigorism in ecclesial practice, not doctrinal aberrations. Given the 
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a lowly manner about the Spirit to keep from deflating his own 
self-importance. We will speak of this when we have the time. 

Isn't it clear to everyone that no activity of the Son is sey- 
ered from the Father? That none of all the existing things that 
belong to the Son is foreign to the Father? For he says: All that 
is mine is yours, and all that is yours is mine [Jn 17.10]. So, then, 
how does Eunomius impute the cause of the Spirit to the Only- 
Begotten alone and take the creating of the Spirit as an accusa- 
tion against the Only-Begotten’s nature? If he says these things 
to introduce two principles in conflict with one another, he will 
be crushed along with Mani and Marcion." But if he makes the 
beings depend on a single principle, that which is said to come 
into being from the Son has a relationship with the first cause. 
Hence, even if we believe that all things have been brought into 
being through God the Word, we nevertheless do not deny that 
the God of the universe is the cause of all. 

How is it not an unmistakable danger to separate the Spirit 
from God? On the one hand, the Apostle hands down to us that 
they are connected, saying now that he is the Spirit of Christ, 
now that he is the Spirit of God. For he writes: If anyone does not 
have the Spirit of Christ, he does not belong to him [Rom 8.9]. And 
again: You have not received the spirit of the world, but the Spirit that 
comes from God [1 Cor 2.12]. On the other hand, the Lord says 


Montanists’ high regard for the Paraclete, it is difficult to understand Basil's 


characterization of their views on the Spirit. But Ep. 188.1 provides us with some 
hints. Here Basil reports that the Montanists had called Montanus and Priscilla 
{an associate of Montanus) by the name ‘Paraclete.’ Basil sees this as blasphe- 
mous because it either elevates humans to divine status or compares the Holy 
Spirit to a human being. While this explains what Basil meant when he said that 
Montanus insulted the Spirit “with lowly names,” the basis for the remainder of 
his charges remains unclear. 

144. On Marcion, see p. 141 n. 51 above. Marcion’s doctrines were per- 
ceived by mainstream Christians as dualistic. He did not identify the Jewish God 
of the Old Testament with the Christian God of the New Testament, seeing the ` 
former as an evil and ignorant creator God and the latter as the true God re- 
vealed by Jesus. Mani, who was from southern Mesopotamia and died a martyr 
in 276 at the hand of Persian authorities, was the founder of a quasi-Christian 
sect that espoused a radical dualism of light and darkness. The religion par- 
ticularly flourished within the Roman Empire, the young Augustine being its 


` most famous adherent. By the fourth century, Christian polemicists routinely 


employed Marcionism and Manichaeism as paradigmatic examples of dualism. 
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that he is the Spirit of truth [Jn 15.26]—since he is himself the 
‘Truth'®—and that he proceeds from the Father {Jn 15.26]. But Eu- 
nomius, in order to diminish the glory of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
separates the Spirit from the Father and imputes him exclusive- 
ly to the Only-Begotten in order to diminish his glory, insulting 
him (or so he thinks) without any anticipation of the recom- 
pense for his wicked words and ideas on the day of retribution. 


145. See Jn 14.6. 


On the Holy Spirit 


BOOK THREE 


N| FTER NEARLY GORGING HIMSELF with blasphemies 
against the Only-Begotten, Eunomius shifts to the Holy 
Spirit, making claims about him as well that are consis- 
tent with his whole intention. Here’s what he writes: 


Now if we are satisfied with these arguments about the Only-Begotten, 
the next logical step would be to speak about the Paraclete, not by fol- 
lowing the unquestioning opinions of the multitude, but by guarding 
the teaching of the saints in all matters. Since we learn from the saints 
that the Holy Spirit is third in dignity and in rank, we have come to 
believe that he is third in nature as well.’ 


This statement adequately shows that Eunomius does not think 
that he must abide by the simple and uncontrived faith of the 
multitude, but believes instead that he should redirect the truth 
through scheming and sophistical arguments to that which seems 
good to him. By dishonoring the opinion by which the multitude 
glorifies the Holy Spirit? he makes a pretense of guarding the 
teaching of the saints. Yet even now he keeps silent about who 
transmitted this teaching to him, just as he did in his arguments 
about the Only-Begotten (as we have shown). 

Eunomius says next that while he has learned on the author- 
ity of the saints that the Holy Spirit is third both in rank and in 
dignity, he has come to believe on his own authority that the 
Holy Spirit is third in nature as well. Who are the saints that 
taught this? In what treatises have they expressed it? Has there 
ever been someone so audacious as to introduce innovations 


1. Eunomius, Apol. 25.1—5 (EW 66). 


2. Here Basil employs an untranslatable pun with “opinion” (6d§av) and 
“glorifies” (Sobd{over). 
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about the divine doctrines? If the Spirit is third in dignity and 
in rank, is there some necessity that he be third in nature as 
well? Perhaps the word of piety? transmits that he is second 
to the Son in dignity.* But we have not learned from the holy 
scriptures that a third nature is necessary. Nor do the preceding 
claims make it possible to infer such a conclusion. 

The Son is second to the Father in rank because he is from 
him. He is second to the Father in dignity because the Father 
is the principle and cause by virtue of which® he is the Son’s 
Father and because we approach and access the God and Fa- 
ther through the Son.® Even so, the Son is not second in nature, 
since there is one divinity in both of them. Likewise, it is clear 
that, even if the Holy Spirit is below the Son in both rank and 
dignity—something with which we too are in total agreement— 
it is still not likely that he is of a foreign nature. What follows 
will make this conclusion clear. 


Just as all the angels share a single designation, so too they | 


share a nature that is absolutely the same. Yet some of them pre- 
side over the nations, whereas others accompany each individu- 
al believer. An entire nation, however, is more honorable than a 
single person to the same extent that the dignity of the nation- 
leading angel is necessarily greater than that of the angel who 
has been entrusted with the care of a single individual. No one 
will deny that every believer has an angel that accompanies him, 
acting like a kind of pedagogue and shepherd and directing his 
life, if he calls to mind the saying of the Lord: Do not despise one 
of these who are least of all, for their angels continually behold the face of 
my Father in heaven [Mt 18.10]. And the Psalmist says: The angel 


3. That is, the scriptures. 

4. At this point several mss. add: “having his being from him and receiving 
from him, announcing to us and entirely dependent upon this cause.” This text 
is not original to Basil. On this controversial addition, see PG 29.655 n. 79; 
SC 305.146-47 n. 1; M. van Parys, “Quelques remarques à propos d'un texte 
controversé de saint Basile au Concile de Florence,” Irénikon 40 (1967): 6-14; 
G.M. de Durand, “Un passage du IIe livre contre Eunome de S. Basile dans 
la tradition manuscrite,” /rénikon 54 (1981): 36-52; and Anastos, “Basil’s Kat& 
Evvouiov,” 112-13 N. 153. 

5. At Bun. 3.1, 32 (SC 305.146), we read t@ with some mss. and Garnier in- 
stead of tob. 

6. See Eph 2.18. 
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of the Lord is encamped around those who fear him [Ps 33.8]. And: 
The angel who rescued me from my youth [Gn 48.15-16]. There are 
other passages similar to these. 

In addition, Moses taught us in the song that certain angels 
preside over entire nations: When the Most High divided the nations, 
when he scattered the sons of Adam, he fixed the limits of the nations 
according to the number of his angels [Dt 32.8]. In his vision of the 
angel, the wise Daniel heard him saying: The prince of the kingdom 
of the Persians has made a stand before me, and behold! Michael, one of 
the chief princes, came to help me, and I left him there with the prince of 
the kingdom of the Persians [Dn 10.13]. A little further on, the same 
one says: And the prince of the Greeks was coming [Dn 10.20]. But 
the one who appeared to Joshua the son of Nun at the Jordan 
is called commander of the force of the Lord [Jos 5.14]. Then again, 
some are called legions of angels, as when the Lord said to his 
disciples: Do you think that I cannot ask my Father, and he will provide 
me with more than twelve legions of angels? [Mt 26.53] So it is clear 
that the prince is the one who is the commander of the angels that 
are ranked into legions. 

[3.2] So, then, what is the point of this argument? It is this: if 
something is second or third in rank and dignity, it does not in 
every case have a different nature. For in the case of angels, one 
is a prince, another a servant, and yet all are angels in nature: 
while they differ in dignity, there is communion in nature. In- 
deed, star differs from star in glory [1 Cor 15.41], but all the stars 
have a single nature. And there are many places to live in the Father's 
house [Jn 14.2]; that is, there are differences in dignity, whereas 
the nature of those who are glorified is similar. Likewise, the 
same clearly holds true for the Holy Spirit, even if he is subordi- 
nate in dignity and rank, as they claim. “For we have gathered,” 
says Eunomius, “that he is numbered third after the Father and 
the Son, seeing that the Lord himself taught this order when he 
taught the baptism of salvation, saying, Go, baptize in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit [Mt 28.19].”’ But 
we have never learned from anywhere that the Holy Spirit is cast 
out into some sort of nature third from the Son and the Father. 

It is said that there are two realities: divinity and creation, sov- 


7. This is not a citation of Eunomius but an imagined objection to Basil. 
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ereignty and servitude, sanctifying power and sanctified power, 
that which has virtue by nature and that which achieves virtue 
by freewill. In which class shall we rank the Spirit? Among those 
who are sanctified? But he is sanctity itself. Perhaps among those 
who come to possess virtue by good deeds? But he is good by 
nature. Among those who minister? But the ministering spirits sent 
to minister [Heb 1.14] are different. So it is unrighteous either 
to say that he is our fellow-servant, as he is a leader by nature, or 
to number him along with the creatures, as he is counted in the 
divine and blessed Trinity. It would make no sense to say that 
the principalities and powers and all such creatures, which have 
holiness from diligence and attention, are holy by nature. After 
all, yearning for the good, they receive a measure of holiness 
proportionate to their love for God. 

Furthermore, when iron is placed in the middle of fire, while 
it does not cease to be iron, it is nonetheless inflamed by the 
intense contact with the fire and admits the entire nature of fire 
into itself. And so in both outward appearance and activity the 
iron is transformed into fire. Likewise, the holy powers, from 
their communion with that which is holy by nature, possess a 
holiness that pervades their whole subsistence, and they become 
connatural with that which is holy by nature. The holy powers 
and Holy Spirit differ in this regard: for the latter, holiness is 
nature, whereas for the former, being made holy comes from 
participation. Those for whom the good is adventitious and in- 
troduced from another possess a nature that can change. In- 
deed, Lucifer who rises at dawn would neither have fallen nor been 
cut down to the earth [Is 14.12] if by nature he was not capable of 
admitting that which is worse. So, then, how is it pious to rank 
the Spirit together with creation, when he is separated from 
creation by such a great distance? It is the nature of creation 
to have holiness as the prize for its progress and for becoming 
well-pleasing to God. By its nature it employs self-determination 
and is capable of moving itself toward either direction by choos- 
ing the good or the bad. But the Holy Spirit is the source of ho- 
liness. Just as the Father is holy by nature and the Son is holy by 
nature, so too is the Spirit of truth® holy by nature. Hence the 


8. See Jn 14.173 15-26; 16.13. 
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Spirit has been judged worthy of the designation ‘holy,’ which is 
peculiar to him and distinctly identifies him. 

[3.3] So, then, if holiness is the Spirit’s nature, as it is for the 
Father and the Son, how does he have a nature that is third and 
foreign to theirs? I think that Isaiah recorded the Seraphim cry- 
ing out “Holy!” three times® for this reason: because holiness 
in nature is observed in three subsistences.'” Not only does the 
Spirit have the name ‘holy’ in common with the Father and the 
Son, but he also has the very designation ‘Spirit’ in common with 
them. God is Spirit, and those who worship him must worship him in 
spirit and in truth [Jn 4.24]. The prophet says: The Spirit before our 
face, Christ the Lord, of whom we said, “in the shadow of his wings we 
will ve” [Lam 4.20]. The Apostle refers to the Lord with the 
designation ‘Spirit,’ saying: The Lord is the Spirit [2 Cor 3.17]. 
These testimonies make it clear to everyone that the communion 
of the names does not communicate the Spirit's estrangement of 
nature, but rather his affinity with the Father and the Son. Fur- 
thermore, God is said to be and is good.”* The Holy Spirit is also 
good, possessing a goodness that is not adventitious, but coexis- 
tent with him by nature. Otherwise, it would be possible to say 
the most irrational thing of all: the one who is holy by nature 
does not have goodness by nature, but as something supervening 
and accruing to him from without. When the Lord said: J will ask 
my Father, and he will give another Paraclete to you [Jn 14.16], he indi- 
cated that the Spirit is also our Paraclete. Hence the designation 
‘Paraclete’ also contributes no small amount to the demonstra- 
tion of the glory of the Holy Spirit. 

[3.4] Such are the names that indicate the magnificence of 
the nature of the Holy Spirit. But what are his activities like? By 
the Word of the Lord the heavens were made firm, and by the Spirit of 
his mouth all their power [Ps 32.6]. So, as God the Word is the cre- 


9. See Is 6.3. 

10. Gk. èv tptol taig bxootaceow. This is the only time in Eun. that Basil 
speaks of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit as three hyposiases. 

12. Basil slightly alters the LXX version of Lam 4.20, which reads: “The spir- 
it of our face [or: the breath of our nostrils], the Christ of the Lord, was taken 
by their destruction, of whom we said: ‘In his shadow we will live among the na- 


' tions.” Basil adds the phrase “of his wings” from Ps 56.2. 


12. See Mk 10.18; Lk 18.19. 
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ator of the heavens, so too the Holy Spirit bestows firmness and 
steadfastness upon the heavenly powers. Again, when Job said: 
The Spirit of the Lord who made me [Jb 33.4], I do not think he was 
referring to when he was created, but to when he was perfected 
in human virtue. In addition, when Isaiah was speaking in the 
person of the Lord, it was clearly in his human aspect that he 
said: The Lord and his Spirit sent me [Is 48.16]. Furthermore, the 
psalm communicated that the power of the Spirit pervades the 
universe: Where can I go from your Spirit, and where can I flee from 
your face? [Ps 138.7] l 

As for the benefits that proceed from him to us, what are 
they like? How great are they? Just as the Lord himself gave to 
those who received him the power to become children of God (Jn 1.12], 
so too the Holy Spirit is the Spirit of adopted sonship [Rom 8.15]. 
Just as our Lord is the true teacher according to the following 
statement: Call no one your teacher on earth, for one is your teacher, 
Christ [Mt 23.9-10],'* so too the Lord himself testified that the 
Holy Spirit teaches all those who have come to believe in the 
name of the Lord, when he said: The Paraclete, the Holy Spirit, 
whom the Father will send, will teach you all things [Jn 14.26]. Just 
as it is said that the Father distributes the activities to those who 
are worthy of receiving the activities and that the Son distributes 
the services by the worth of the service, so too it is testified that 
the Holy Spirit distributes the spiritual gifts to those who are 
worthy of receiving the spiritual gifts: Now there are distributions of 
gifts, but the same Spirit; and there are distributions of service, but the 
same Lord; and there are distributions of activity, but it is the same God 
who works all of them in all people {1 Cor 12.4-6]. Do you see how 
here too the activity of the Holy Spirit is ranked with the activ- 
ity of the Father and the Son? The divine status” of the nature 


19. Gr. viobecia. The word literally means “adopting as a son (vié¢),” a nu- 
ance that the normal English translation, “adoption,” does not capture. For Ba- 
sil and many other Greek fathers, the title “Spirit of adopted sonship” shows the 
Spirit’s intimate connection with the Father’s adoption of sons in Christ. 

14. Here Basil has condensed Mt 23.9-10, which in full reads: Call no one your 
father on earth, for one is your Father who is in heaven; nor be called teachers, for one ts your 
teacher (ka@nyntiis), Christ. Basil has replaced father with ‘teacher’ (diSdoxaoc). 

15. Gk. 10 Oeiov. In Hom. 24.7 Basil defends calling the Spirit “divine” on the 
basis of Jb 33.4 and Ex 35.21. 
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of the Holy Spirit is even better shown by what is added a little 
further on. Indeed, what does he say? All these things are worked 
by the one and the same Spirit, who distributes to each individual as he 
wills [1 Cor 12.11]. This testifies that he has nothing other than 
authoritative and sovereign power.’® 

This is why the prophets in the New Testament cried out: 
Thus says the Holy Spirit [Acts 21.11]. On what basis does it be- 
long to the Spirit to scrutinize the depths of God? No one knows 
the things that belong to a human being except the human spirit that is 
in him; likewise, no one knows the things that belong to God except the 
Spirit of God [1 Cor 2.11-12]. No one who is strange or foreign 
to the soul can examine its internal reasonings; likewise, if the 
Spirit truly has any of the secret things in common with God, it 
is clear that he is able to scrutinize the depths of the judgments 
of God only because he is neither strange nor foreign to God. 

Next, God lavishes life upon us through Christ in the Holy 
Spirit. As Paul says, God gives life: J charge you before God who gives 
life to all things [1 Tm 6.13]. Christ gives life: My sheep hear my 
voice, he says, and I give them everlasting life [Jn 10.27-28]. We 
are given life through the Spirit, as Paul says: The one who raised 
Christ Jesus from the dead will also give life to our mortal bodies through 
his Spirit who dwells in you [Rom 8.11]. 

[3.5] Eunomius, who is audacious in every way, does not cow- 
er before the impending danger faced by those who have auda- 
ciously fired a blasphemous word against the Holy Spirit.” He 
declares that the Spirit has no share of divinity when he writes 
as follows: 


He is third in rank and in nature, since he was brought into existence 
by the Father’s commandment and by the Son’s activity. He is honored 
in third place, as the first and greatest of all, and the only thing of this 
kind made by the Only-Begotten, bereft of divinity and creative power.'8 


He who says this seems not to believe that the divinity is in us, 
as John says about God: From this we know that he is in us, from the 
Spirit whom he has given us [1 Jn 3.24]. And the Apostle: Do you not 
know that you are a temple of God and that the Spirit of God dwells in 


16. Cf. Athanasius, Ep. Serap. 1.30; Didymus, Spir. 96-97. 
17. See Mt 12.31~32; Mk 3.29; Lk 12.10. 
18. Eunomius, Apol. 25.22-26 (EW 68). 
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you? [1 Cor 3.16] And again: Jn whom the whole structure is joined 
together and grows into a holy temple in the Lord, in whom you also 
are integrated into a habitation of God in the Spirit [Eph 2.21-22]. 
So, if God is said to dwell in us through the Spirit, how is it not 
blatantly impious to say that the Spirit himself has no share in 
the divinity? And if we call those who are perfect in virtue ‘gods,’ 
and this perfection comes through the Spirit, how does he make 
others gods if he is himself bereft of divinity? Moreover, it is im- 
pious to say of the Spirit, as one can say of human beings, that 
the divinity honored in him comes by participation and does not 
coexist with him by nature. For the one divinized by grace pos- 
sesses a nature subject to change and falls away from the better 
state whenever he is careless. 

This claim of Eunomius is clearly opposed to what has been 
handed down about the saving baptism: Go, baptize in the name of 
the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit [Mt 28.19]. Baptism 
is the seal of faith, and faith is an assent to divinity. For one must 
first believe, then be sealed with baptism. Our baptism accords 
with exactly what the Lord handed down: it is in the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. In this formula, no 
creature or servant is ranked together with the Father and the 
Son, as if the divinity becomes complete in a Trinity. Everything 
external to them is a fellow-servant, even if generally some are 
valued more than others on account of their superior dignity. 

[3.6] Once again, the following wisdom is not mine: 

If he is not a creature, therefore he is something begotten or unbegot- 
ten. But there is one God who is without a beginning and unbegotten. 


Nor again is he something begotten, So, then, it remains that he is to 
be named ‘creature’ and ‘something made.’'® 


For my part, if I were to declare that our knowledge can com- 
prehend all things, I would probably be embarrassed to confess 
ignorance. But the truth of the matter is that there are countless 
things of which we do not have clear and incontrovertible knowl- 
edge—not only those things reserved for us in the age to come 
and those now hidden in the heavens, but also those things that 


19. This is not a citation of Eunomius, but a résumé of his thought in Apol. 
25-26. 
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belong to our bodily existence. Let’s take vision as an example: 
does apprehension of visible things happen when we receive 
their images? If so, when we see gigantic objects, such as the im- 
mense earth and the boundless sea and even the heaven itself, 
how are the images contained in the tiny space of our pupil? 
Or is it the case that perception of visible things happens when 
we send out from ourselves something that draws near to the 
visible objects? If so, what is this thing and how great would it 
have to be, such that when it is spread over earth and sea, there 
is enough of it to traverse the space between earth and heaven 
and to come into contact with the heaven itself, moving with such 
great speed that both the surrounding body and the stars in heav- 
en are perceived at the same time?” What need is there to speak 
of other things? But as for the very movements of the mind,”! is 


20. The two theories Basil mentions appear to be those of Epicurus and 
Plato, respectively. For Epicurus, vision results from images that emanate from 
objects to our eyes. These images share the color and shape of the object from 
which they come, but are of such a size as to fit our visual capacities (a point 
that Basil’s summary ignores). See Epicurus, Ep. Her. 46-53 (Diogenes Laertius 
10.46-53). The first theory may be Stoic, however, since the Stoics also believed 
vision occurred through impressions upon the soul from external reality. By 
contrast, for Plato, vision occurs when the internal fire passes out through the 
eyes and meets with the object of vision, or perhaps with rays of light emanating 
from these objects. Ti. 45b-d, 67c-68d. Aristotle reports that Empedocles held 
both theories at different times: Sens. 2, 43'7b25~438a4. Basil employs the same 
argument in Hom. 24.7. 

21. By “the very movements of the mind” (avt& rà Tob vod kıvýpata) Basil 
seems to mean “deliberations” or “choices.” In Ep. 233.1 Basil describes the 
mind (ó votc) as ever-moving (detkivrytoc) such that it variously imagines non- 
existent things and attains the truth. Then Basil claims that there are three ac- 
tivities of the mind, each of which corresponds to one of the three states of 
life: the virtuous, the indifferent, and the wicked. In describing the latter he 
says: “For it is either the case that our practices are wicked and so the motions 
of our mind (Tà tod vob Kvata) are clearly wicked, for example: instances 
of adultery, theft, idolatry, extortion, quarreling, wrath, selfishness, arrogance, 
and all such things that the apostle Paul numbered among the works of the 
flesh” (Courtonne 3.99~40). Here Basil appears to root our outward activities 
or “practices” (ta émitndedpata) in our interior choices, or “movements of the 
mind.” A similar idea can be found in Evagrius of Pontus, whom Basil ordained 
a lector. He calls both a “choice” (poaipecic) and a “deliberation” (BovAh) “a 


“kind of movement of the mind” (noid vod kivnaiç éottv); cf. Scholia 10 on Eccle- 


siastes (Paul Géhin, ed., Evagre le Pontique. Scholies à UEcclésiaste, SC 397 (Paris: 
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it the nature of the soul to create or beget them??? Who can say 
with precision? 

So, then, why is it shocking that we are not ashamed to con- 
fess our ignorance even in the case of the Holy Spirit, but we 
still render him the glorification for which there is undeniable 
testimony? The teaching transmitted by the scripture sufficient- 
ly communicates to us that he is beyond creation. For it is im- 
possible for the one who sanctifies and those who are sanctified 
to be of the same nature. The same holds true for the one who 
teaches and those who are taught, and the one who reveals and 
those who are in need of revelation. No one is so completely 
out of his mind as to dare to designate anything other than the 
God of the universe as ‘unbegotten.’ The same goes for ‘Son’ 
since the Only-Begotten is unique. So, then, what should we call 
him? Holy Spirit,” Spirit of God,” Spirit of truth sent from God 
and bestowed through the Son,” not a servant,”® but a holy,” 
good,” and guiding? Spirit that gives life,” Spirit of adopted 
sonship,”! the one who knows all that is God’s.* Indeed, the ac- 
count of singleness will be preserved in the Trinity in this way, 
by confessing one Father and one Son and one Holy Spirit. 

[3.7] They cite two proofs that the Holy Spirit should be 
called a creature. The first is from the prophet, when he says: 
the one who gives strength to thunder and who creates spirit [Am 4.13]. 
The second is from the gospel: All things came to be through him 
[Jn 1.9].°° As for ourselves, we have been convinced that the 


Cerf, 1993], 74) and Scholia 23 on Proverbs (Paul Géhin, ed., Évagre le Pon- 
tique. Scholes aux Proverbes, SC 340 [Paris: Cerf, 1987], 116). 

22. Basil seems to have made up his mind later. In Hom. 16.3 Basil speaks 
of the human word as “something begotten of the intellect” (PG 31.4774). In 
Ep. 140.2 he speaks of human ideas as “things begotten of the mind” (Courtonne 
2.61). 


23. E.g., Jn 14.26. 24. E.g., Rom 8.9. 

25. See Jn 15.26. 26. See Rom 8.15. 

27. See Ps 50.13. 28. See Ps 142.10. 

2g. See Ps 50.14; 142.10; Jn 16.13. 30. See Jn 6.63. 

31. See Rom 8.15. 32. See 1 Cor 2.10-11. 


33. On Basil’s interpretation of these two verses here, see Mark DelCoglia- 
no, “Basil of Caesarea, Didymus the Blind, and the Anti-Pneumatomachian Ex- 
egesis of Amos 4:13 and John 1:3,” JTS n.s. 61 (2010): 644-58. 
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prophet’s text does not refer to the Holy Spirit, but rather to 
ordinary wind, which is to say the current of air." This is clear 
from the following: he did not say, “the one who has created 
spirit,” but rather, the one who creates spirit [Am 4.13]. For thun- 
der is not created once for all as a particular corporeal entity, 
but its nature is to be continually actualized and dissipated, ef 
fected by the will of God to scare human beings, and this holds 
true for spirit as well. At one time it comes into being as a flow- 
ing river of air; at another time it stops and the air that was ear- 
lier moving now comes to rest. All this happens according to 
the will of the one who administers all things for the well-being 
and maintenance of the universe. Hence thunder, winds, and 
the rest of the created works announce the Creator through- 
out all creation. Thus, after saying, The one who gives strength to 
thunder and who creates spirit, he says, and who proclaims his Christ 
to humanity [Am 4.13]. For just as the heavens proclaim the glory 
of God [Ps 18.2] for those who can reason back from them to 
the skill of the Creator, so too do the claps of thunder and the 
movements of the winds proclaim their Creator. 

Perhaps this text is even a prophecy that refers to the incar- 
nation of the Lord. The voice that came from heaven, thought 
to be thunder by those who heard it,” was sent by God the Fa- 
ther to proclaim Christ to humanity through it. There are also the 
spirits that moved and stirred up the sea and then abated at 
the commandment of the Lord.” Clearly, they too proclaimed his 
Christ to humanity. 

As for, All things came to be through him [Jn 1.3], this text in no 
way communicates to us that the Holy Spirit is created, as if the 
Spirit were numbered among all things. For if there is only one 
Holy Spirit, how can that which has the singular nature?” be in- 
cluded among ail things? Furthermore, no one should think that 
denying that the Spirit is a creature nullifies his subsistence. For 
it is a mark of a pious mind to beware of attributing to the Holy 


34. The Greek text of Am 4.13 reads: kti{wv nveðpa. In Greek the word 
nveðpa can mean either “spirit” or “wind.” 

35. See Jn 12.28-29. 

36. See Mt 8.26-27; Mk 4.39741; Lk 8.24~25. 

37. Gk. tis povadixijs pdcews. 
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Spirit those things that the holy scriptures omit in silence,” and 
to be convinced that experience and exact comprehension of 
him is reserved for us in the subsequent age, when, passing be- 
yond the vision of the truth that comes dimly in a mirror, we will 
be deemed worthy of contemplating face to face [1 Cor 13.12]. 


38. The point here is that we should not say that the Spirit is a creature be- 
cause the scriptures never call the Spirit a creature (xtiopa). 
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